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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  388 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948.)  Reenacts  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  with  changes;  ex¬ 
tends  the  termination  date  from  December  31,  1947  to  December  31,  1952; 
and  extends  the  sugar  tax  to  July  1,  1953.  Requires  the  Secretary  to 
estimate  each  year  the  sugar  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  con¬ 
tinental  IT.  S.,  taking  into  account  various  factors  so  as  to  provide 
a  supply  of  sugar  that  will  be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  he 
excessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain 
and  protect  the  domestic  sugar  industry.  Establishes  fixed  quotas  for 
domestic  areas  totaling  4,263,000  short  tons  (domestic  beet  1,300,000; 
mainland  cane,  500,000;  Hawaii,  1,052,000;  Puerto  Ri co,  010,000;  Virgin 
Islands,  6,000),  a  fixed  quota  of  952,000  short  tons  for  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines,  and  allots  to  Cuba  and  full  duty  countries  the 
balance  of  the  estimate  of  consumption  requirements,  with  98.64^  al- 
loted  to  Cuba  and  1,36%  to  full  duty  countries.  Provides  that  any 
Philippine  deficit  is  to  he  realloted  to  Cuba  (95%)  and  full  duty 
countries  (5%)  ard  that  any  deficit  of  any  domestic  area  or  Cuba  is 
to  be  prorated  to  the  other  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  which  are  able  to 
supply  such  deficits.  Guarantees  for  Cuba  a  minimum  quota  of  28.6$, 
which  is  equivalent  to  her  share  of  the  quota  under  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1937  at  consumption  levels  at  or  above  6,682,670  short  tons.  Provides 
that,  if  the  Cuban  quota  after  reallotment  of  deficits  would  other¬ 
wise  fall  below  28.6$,  the  proration  of  the  Philippine  deficit  to  full 
duty  countries  would  be  1,36%  instead  of  5%  and  that  any  further  ad¬ 
dition  needed  to  maintain  the  28.6$  quota  would  be  deducted  prorata 
from  domestic  quotas.  Continues  provision  for  suspension  of  quotas  by 
Presidential  proclamation  in  event  of  emergency  but  provides  that  the 
direct  consumption  portion  of  the  quotas  shall  not  be  subject  to  sus¬ 
pension  unless  the  President  specifically  finds  that  an  emergency 
exists  which  requires  their  suspension.  Authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
withhold  or  withdraw  any  quota  increase  for  any  foreign  country  over 
that  provided  for  such  country  under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  if  such 
country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  U.  S.  nationals. 
Continues  the  conditional  payment  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937 
with  respect  to  marketing  limitations  for  producers,  employment  of 
child  labor,  the  payment  of  fair  arc  reasonable  wages  to  sugar  beet 
and  sugarcane  workers,  and  the  payment  of  fair  prices  for  sugar  beets 
and  sugarcane  purchased  by  processors  who  are  also  producers.  Elim¬ 
inates  the  farming  practice  condition  for  payment. 
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INDEX  AND  SWARY  OF  HISTORY  ON  H.  R.  4075 


June  21,  1047 

Hearings:  House,  (unnumbered) 

Resume  of  hearings. 

July  2,  1947 

H.  R.  4075  was  introduced  by  Rep.  Hope  and  w as  referred 
to  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Print  of  the  bill 
as  introduced. 

July  3,  1947 

H.  R.  4075  was  reported  by  the  House  Committee  without 
amendment.  House  Report  796.  Print  of  the  bill  as 
reported. 

July  7,  1947 

House  Rules  Committee  reported  H.  Res.  273  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  4075.  House  Report  793.  Print  of 
the  Resulution. 

July  3,  1947 

House  Committee  filed  a  supplemental  report  on  H.  R.  4075. 
House  Report  796,  Pt.  2.  Print  of  the  Report. 

S.  1534  was  introduced  by  Senator  ??illikin,  for  himself 
and  others,  and  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance.  Print  of  the  bill  as  introduced. 

July  9,  1947 

House  began  debate  on  H.  R.  4075. 

July  10,  1947 

House  debate  continued. 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Crawford. 

July  11,  1947 

Debate  concluded.  H.  R.  4075  passed  House  with  amendments. 

July  12,  1947 

H.  R.  4075  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance. 
Print  of  the  bill  as  referred. 

July  17,  1947 

Senate  Committee  reported  H.  R.  4075  with  an  amendment. 
Senate  Report  573.  Print  of  the  bill  as  reported. 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Weichel. 

July  13,  1947 

Amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Chavez  to  S.  1534. 

Print  of  the  amendment. 

July  25,  1947 

H.  R.  4075  was  debated  in  the  Senate  and  passed  with  amend¬ 
ment.  (Rejected  Committee  amendment). 

August  3,  1947 

Approved.  Public  Law  333. 
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any  sugars  which  are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure,  but  which  are  to 
be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality  to  produce  any  sugars  prin¬ 
cipally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(e)  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are  prin¬ 
cipally  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  are  not  to  be  further  refined  or  other¬ 
wise  improved  in  quality. 

(f)  The  term  “liquid  sugar”  means  any  sugars  (exclusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice 
produced  from  sugarcane  grown  in  continental  United  States)  which  are  prin¬ 
cipally  not  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  contain,  or  which  are  to  be  used 
for  the  production  of  any  sugars  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure  which 
contain,  soluble  nonsugar  solids  (excluding  any  foreign  substances  that  may 
have  been  added  or  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to  6  per  centum  or  less  of 
the  total  soluble  solids. 

(g)  Sugars  in  dry  amorphous  form  shall  he  considered  to  be  principally  of 
crystalline  structure. 

(h)  The  “raw  value”  of  any  quantity  of  sugars  means  its  equivalent  in  terms 
of  ordinary  commercial  raw  sugar  testing  ninety-six  sugar  degrees  by  the 
polariscope,  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  to  be  issued  by  the 
Secretary.  The  principal  grades  and  types  of  sugar  and  liquid  sugar  shall  be 
translated  into  terms  of  raw  value  in  the  following  manner : 

(1)  For  direct-consumption  sugar,  derived  from  sugar  beets  and  testing 
ninety-two  or  more  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number 
of  pounds  thereof  by  1.07 ; 

(2)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing  ninety-two  sugar  degrees 
by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  0.93 ; 

(3)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing  more  than  ninety-two 
sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof 
by  the  figure  obtained  by  adding  to  0.93  the  result  of  multiplying  0.0175  by  the 
number  of  degrees  and  fractions  of  a  degree  of  polarization  above  ninety-two 
degrees ; 

(4)  For  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  testing  less  than  ninety-two  sugar  degrees 
by  the  polariscope,  by  diving  the  numbers  of  pounds  of  the  “total  sugar  content” 
thereof  by  0  972. 

(5)  The  Secretary  may  establish  rates  for  translating  sugar  and  liquid  sugar 
into  terms  of  raw  value  for  (a)  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  not 
provided  for  in  the  foregoing  and  (b)  any  special  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  for  which  he  determines  that  the  raw  value  cannot  be  measured 
adequately  under  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1)  to  (4),  inclusive,  of  this 
subsection  (h). 

(i)  The  term  “total  sugar  content”  means  tire  sum  of  the  sucrose  (Clerget) 
and  reducing  or  invert  sugars  contained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar. 

(j)  The  term  “quota,”  depending  upon  the  context,  means  (1)  that  quantity 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  he  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental 
United  States,  for  consumption  therein,  during  any  calendar  year,  from  the 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  a  foreign  country  or 
group  of  foreign  countries;  (2)  that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced 
from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  the  continental  United  States  which, 
during  any  calendar  year,  may  he  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate 
commerce,  or  in  competition  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or 
marketed  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce;  or  (3)  that  ouantity  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  which  may  be  marketed  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  or  in  Puerto 
Rico,  for  consumption  therein,  during  any  calendar  year. 

(k)  The  term  “producer”  means  a  person  who  is  the  legal  owner,  at  the  time  of 
harvest  or  abandonment,  of  a  portion  or  all  of  a  cron  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(l)  The  term  “including”  and  “include”  shall  not  be  deemed  to  exclude  anything 
not  mentioned  but  otherwise  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  defined. 

(m)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

TITLE  II— QUOTA  PROVISIONS 

Seo.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each  calendar  year,  beginning  with 
the  calendar  year  1948,  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
consumers  in  the  continental  United  States ;  such  determinations  shall  be  made 
during  the  month  of  December  in  each  year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year  (in 
the  case  of  the  calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  days  thereof)  and  at  such 
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other  times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  necessary  to 
meet  such  requirements.  In  making  such  determinations  the  Secretary  shall 
use  as  a  basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  distributed  for  con¬ 
sumption,  as  indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
during  the  twelve-month  period  ending  October  31  next  preceding  the  calendar 
year  for  which  the  determination  is  being  made,  and  shall  make  allowances  for 
a  deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of  sugar,  and  for  changes  in  consumption 
because  of  changes  in  population  and  demand  conditions,  as  computed  from 
statistics  published  by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government;  and,  in  order  that 
such  determinations  shall  be  made  so  as  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and 
of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  providing  such  supply  of 
sugar  as  will  he  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessive  to  consumei’s  and 
which  will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and  protect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic 
sugar  industry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any  such  determination,  in  addition 
to  the  consumption,  inventory,  population,  and  demand  factors  above  specified 
and  the  level  and  trend  of  consumer  purchasing  power,  shall  take  into  consider¬ 
ation  the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  that 
would  result  from  such  determination  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United 
States  as  compared  with  the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 
sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  obtaining  during  1947 
prior  to  the  termination  of  price  control  of  sugar  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’ 
Price  Index  as  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  Department 
of  Labor. 

Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  made,  pursuant  to  section  201,  of  the 
amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers,  the  Secretary 
shall  establish  quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas— 

(a)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  by  apportioning  among  such  areas 
4,268,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows : 

Short  tons, 


Area  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar _ _ _  1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar _  500,000 

Hawaii _  1,  052,  000 

Puerto  Rico _  910,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  6,  000 


(b)  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  the  amount  of  952,000  short  tons, 
raw  value. 

(c)  For  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  by  pro¬ 
rating  among  such  areas  an  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  equal  to  the  amount 
determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant 
to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  following  basis: 

Area  Per  centum 

Cuba _ 98.  64 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 

Philippines _  1.  36 

The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  shall  be  prorated  among  such  countries  on  the  basis  of  the  division  of  the 
quota  for  such  countries  made  in  General  Sugar  Quota  Regulations,  Series  4, 
Number  1,  issued  December  12, 1936,  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 
as  amended. 

(d  I  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this  title  II,  in  the  event  the  quota 
established  for  Cuba,  including  any  and  all  deficits  allotted  or  prorated  to  Cuba 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  204  (a),  shall  be  a  smaller  proportion  of 
the  total  amount  of  sugar  which  the  Secretary  determines  is  needed  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  consumers  in  the  continental  United  States  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  this  Act,  than  the  quota  which  would  have  been  established  for  Cuba 
upon  such  consumptive  estimate  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (b)  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  quotas  for  domestic  sugar-producing  areas  established 
pursuant  to  the  other  provisions  of  this  title  II  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  by  such 
amounts  as  are  required  to  establish  such  quota  for  Cuba  and  the  amounts  by 
which  such  domestic  sugar-producing  quotas  are  so  reduced  shall  be  added  to 
the  quota  for  Cuba. 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign  country  denies  fair  and 
equitable  treatment  to  the  nationals  of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  naviga¬ 
tion,  or  industry,  and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  shall  have  authority 
to  withhold  of  withdraw  any  increase  in  the  share  of  the  domestic  consumption 
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requirements  provided  for  such  country  hy  this  Act  as  compared  with  the  share 
allowed  under  section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937. 

Sec.  203.  In  accordance  with  such  provisions  of  section  201  as  he  deems  appli¬ 
cable,  the  Secretary  shall  also  determine  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  consumers  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  and  in  Puerto  Rico,  and 
shall  establish  quotas  for  the  amounts  of  sugar  which  may  be  marketed  for  local 
consumption  in  such  areas  equal  to  the  amounts  determined  to  be  needed  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  therein. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  from  time  to  time  during  the  calendar 
year,  determine  whether,  in  view  of  the  current  inventories  of  sugar,  the  esti¬ 
mated  production  from  the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  planted,  the 
normal  marketings  within  a  calendar  year  of  new-crop  sugar,  and  other  pertinent 
factors,  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  or  Cuba,  will  be 
unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  do¬ 
mestic  area  or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area  for  the 
calendar  year  then  current,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  the  domestic  aFeas 
and  Cuba  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to 
the  other  such  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect :  Provided,  however, 
That  domestic  areas  shall  not  share  in  any  deficit  of  any  domestic  area  if  the 
then  outstanding  determination  of  the  Secretary  made  pursuant  to  section  201 
of  the  Act  is  less  than  seven  million  short  tons,  raw  value.  If  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such 
area  for  the  calendar  year  then  current,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  Cuba 
and  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  by 
prorating  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined,  as  follows : 

To  Cuba _ 95  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines -  5  per  centum 

Provided,  however,  That  whenever  the  quota  for  Cuba  established  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act  other  than  section  202  (d)  is  less  than  the  amount  required 
by  the  provisions  of  section  202  (d)  of  this  Act,  such  prorations  shall  be  as 
follows : 

To  Cuba _ _ _  98.  64  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines -  1.  36  per  centum 

Any  portion  of  such  Philippine  deficit  which  the  Secretary  determines  cannot 
be  supplied  by  Cuba  shall  be  prorated  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Repubiic  of  the  Philippines.  No  part  of  any  Philippine  deficit  so  prorated 
may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(b)  If,  on  the  1st  day  of  September  in  any  calendar  year,  any  part  or  all  of 
the  proration  to  any  foreign  country  of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  established  under  the  provisions 
of  section  202  (c)  has  not  been  filled,  the  Secretary  may  revise  the  proration  of 
such  quota  among  such  foreign  countries  by  allotting  an  amount  of  sugar  equal 
to  such  unfilled  proration  to  such  foreign  countries  as  have  tilled  their  prorations 
of  such  quota  by  such  date. 

(c)  The  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  Cuba, 
or  other  foreign  countries  as  established  under  the  provisions  of  section  202 
shall  not  be  reduced  by  reason  of  any  determination  of  a  deficit  existing  in  any 
calendar  year  under  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and  (h)  of  this  section  204. 

(d)  Any  proration  among  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  on  such  basis  as  the 
Secretary  shall  determine. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  allotment  of  any  quota, 
or  proration  thereof,  established  for  any  area  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  is  necessary  to  assure  an  orderly  and  adequate  flow  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
in  the  channels  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or  to  prevent  disorderly 
marketing  or  importation  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  maintain  a  continuous 
and  stable  supply  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  afford  all  interested  persons  an 
equitable  opportunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  within  any  area’s  quota, 
after  such  hearing  and  upon  such  notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  he 
shall  make  allotments  of  such  quota  of  proration  thereof  by  allotting  to  persons 
who  market  or  import  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  for  such  periods  as  he  may  designate, 
the  quantities  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  each  such  person  market  in  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  or  Puerto  Rico,  or  may  import 
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or  bring  into  continental  United  States,  for  consumption  therein.  Allotments 
shall  be  made  in  such  manner  and  in  such  amounts  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient, 
and  equitable  distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof,  by  taking  into 
consideration  the  processings  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  to  which  proportionate  shares,  determined  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (b)  of  section  302,  pertained;  the  past  marketings  or  importations  of 
each  such  person  ;  and  the  ability  of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that  portion 
of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof  allotted  to  him.  The  Secretary  may  also, 
upon  such  hearing  and  notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  revise  or 
amend  any  such  allotment  upon  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  allotment  was 
made. 

(b)  An  appeal  may  be  taken,  in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided  from  any 
decision  making  such  allotments,  or  revisions  thereof,  to  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia  in  any  of  the  following  cases: 

(1)  By  any  applicant  for  an  allotment  whose  application  shall  have  been 
denied. 

(2)  By  any  person  aggrieved  by  reason  of  any  decision  of  the  Secretary  grant¬ 
ing  or  revising  any  allotment  made  to  him. 

(c)  Such  appeal  shall  be  taken  by  filing  with  said  court,  within  twenty  days 
after  the  decision  complained  of  is  tffective,  notice  in  writing  of  said  appeal  and 
a  statement  of  the  reasons  therefor,  together  with  proof  of  service  of  a  true  copy 
of  said  notice  and  statement  upon  the  Secretary.  Unless  a  later  date  is  specified 
by  the  Secretary  as  part  of  his  decision,  the  decision  complained  of  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  effective  as  of  the  date  on  which  public  announcement  of  the  decision 
is  made  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in  the. city  of  Washington.  The  Secretary 
shall  thereupon,  and  in  any  event  not  later  than  ton  days  from  the  date  of  such 
service  upon  him,  mail  or  otherwise  deliver  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal  to 
each  person  shown  by  the  records  of  the  Secretary  to  be  interested  in  such  appeal 
and  to  have  a  right  to  intervene  therein  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  and 
shall  at  all  times  thereafter  permit  any  such  person  to  inspect  and  make  copies  of 
appellants’  reasons  for  said  appeal  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in  the  city  of 
Washington.  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  the  Secretary  shall 
file  with  the  court  the  originals  or  certified  copies  of  all  papers  and  evidence 
presented  to  him  upon  the  hearing  involved,  a  like  copy  of  his  decision  thereon,  a 
full  statement  in  writing  of  the  facts  and  grounds  for  his  decisions  as  found  and 
given  by  him  and  a  list  of  all  interested  persons  to  whom  he  has  mailed  or  other¬ 
wise  delivered  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal. 

(d)  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  any  interested  person 
may  intervene  and  participate  in  the  proceedings  had  upon  said  appeal  by  filing 
with  the  court  a  notice  of  intention  to  intervene  and  a  verified  statement  showing 
the  nature  of  the  interest  of  such  party  together  with  proof  of  service  of  true 
copies  of  said  notice  and  statement,  both  upon  the  appellant  and  upon  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  Any  person  wTho  would  be  aggrieved  or  whose  interests  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  reversal  or  modification  of  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  complained 
of  shall  be  considered  an  interested  party. 

(e)  At  the  earliest  convenient  time  the  court  shall  hear  and  determine  the 
appeal  upon  the  record  before  it,  and  shall  have  power,  upon  such  record,  to  enter 
a  judgment  affirming  or  reversing  the  decision,  and  if  it  enters  an  order  reversing 
the  decision  of  the  Secretary  it  shall  remand  the  case  to  the  Secretary  to  carry 
out  the  judgment  of  the  court :  Provided,  however.  That  the  review  by  the  court 
shall  be  limited  to  questions  of  law  and  that  findings  of  fact  by  the  Secretary,  ii 
supported  by  substantial  evidence,  shall  be  conclusive  unless  it  shall  clearly  appeal 
that  the  findings  of  the  Secretary  are  arbitrary  or  capricious.  The  court's  judg¬ 
ment  shall  be  final,  subject,  however,  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  upon  writ  of  certiorari  on  petition  therefor,  under  section  240  of  the 
Judicial  Code,  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  28,  sec.  3471.  by  appellant,  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  or  by  any  interested  party  intervening  in  the  appeal. 

(f)  The  court  may,  in  is  discretion,  enter  judgment  for  costs  in  favor  of  or 
against  an  appellant,  and  other  interested  parties  intervening  in  said  appeal,  but 
not  against  the  Secretary,  depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  issues  involved  in 
such  appeal  and  the  outcome  thereof. 

Sec.  206.  Sugar  quotas  shall  be  established  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  the  calendar 
year  1948  within  ten  days  after  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen 
short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar  year  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 
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(b)  Not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thousand  and  thirty-three 
short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  for  any  calendar  year  may  be 
tilled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(c)  None  of  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands  for  any  calendar  year  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  Not  more  than  fifty-six  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar. 

(e)  Not  more  than  three  hundred  and  seventy-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  of  the  quota  for  Cuba  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar. 

(f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the  quotas  established  under 
section  203  for  marketing  for  local  consumption  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico. 

(g)  The  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to 
this  section,  and  the  enforcement  provisions  of  title  II  applicable  thereto,  shall 
continue  in  effect  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  section  409  of  this  Act  unless  the  President  acting  thereunder  specifically  finds 
and  proclaims  that  a  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  requires  the  suspension  of  direct-consumption  por¬ 
tions  of  the  quotas. 

Sec.  208.  Quotas  for  liquid  sugar  for  foreign  countries  for  each  calendar  year 
are  hereby  established  as  follows : 

In  terms  of  wine  gallons  of 

Country  72%  total  sugar  content 

Cuba -  7,  970,  558 

Dominican  Republic _ * -  830,  S94 

Other  foreign  countries _ _  0 

Sec.  209.  All  persons  are  hereby  prohibited — - 

(a)  From  bringing  or  importing  into  the  continental  United  States  from  the 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  foreign  countries,  (1) 
any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  after  the  applicable  quota,  or  the  proration  of  any  such 
quota,  has  been  filled,  or  (2)  any  direct-consumption  sugar  after  the  direct-con- 
sumption  portion  of  any  such  quota  has  been  filled ; 

(b)  From  shipping,  transporting,  or  marketing  in  interstate  commerce,  or 
in  competition  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  any  sugar  or  liquid  produced  from  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  grown  in  either  the  domestic-beet-sugar  area  or  the  mainland 
cane-sugar  area  after  the  quota  for  such  area  has  been  filled; 

(c)  From  marketing  in  either  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  or  ruerto  Rico,  for 
consumption  therein,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  after  the  quota  therefor  has 
been  filled ; 

(d)  From  exceeding  allotments  of  any  quota,  direct-consumption  portion  of 
any  quota,  or  proration  of  any  quota,  made  to  them  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  determinations  provided  for  in  sections  201  and  203,  and 
all  quotas,  prorations,  and  allotments,  except  quotas  established  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  section  208,  shall  be  made  or  established  in  terms  of  raw  value. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  liquid,  sugar,  except  that  imported  from 
foreign  countries,  shall  be  included  with  sugar  in  making  the  determinations 
provided  for  in  sections  201  and  203  and  in  the  establishment  or  revision  of 
quotas,  prorations,  and  allotments. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  raw-value  equivalent  of  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  any 
form,  including  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  manufactured  products,  exported  from 
the  continental  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  section  313  of  the  Tariff 
Act  of  1930  shall  be  credited  against  any  charges  which  shall  have  been  made 
in  respect  to  the  applicable  quota  or  proration  for  the  country  of  origin.  The 
country  of  origin  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  respect  to  which  any  credit  shall 
be  established  shall  be  that  country  in  respect  to  importation  from  which  draw¬ 
back  of  the  exported  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  has  been  claimed.  Sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  entered  into  the  continental  United  States  under  an  applicable  bond 
established  pursuant  to  orders  or  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary,  for  the 
express  purpose  of  subsequently  exporting  the  equivalent  quantity  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  as  such,  or  in  manufactured  articles,  shall  not  be  charged  against 
the  applicable  quota  or  proration  for  the  country  of  origin. 

(b  )  Exportation  within  the  meaning  of  sections  309  and  313  of  the  Tariff  Act 
of  1930  shall  be  considered  to  be  exportation  within  the  meaning  of  this  section 
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(c)  The  quota  established  for  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  may  be  filled 
only  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown 
in  such  area:  Provided,  however,  That  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  admitted  free 
of  duty  from  the  Virgin  Islands  under  the  Act  of  Congress,  approved  March  3, 
1917  (39  Stat.  1133),  may  be  admitted  within  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Sec.  212.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  apply  to  (1)  the  first  ten  short 
tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country, 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year;  (2) 
the  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported  from 
any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in 
any  calendar  year  for  religious,  sacramental,  educational,  or  experimental 
purposes;  (3)  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  individual  sealed  containers  of  such 
capacity  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  not  in  excess  of  one  and  one-tenth 
gallons  each;  or  (4)  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported,  brought  into,  or 
produced  or  manufactured  in  the  United  States  for  the  distillation  of  alcohol, 
or  for  livestock  feed,  or  for  the  production  of  livestock  feed. 

TITLE  III— CONDITIONAL-PAYMENT  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  payments  on  the  following  con¬ 
ditions  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  the 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar : 

(a)  That  no  child  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  shall  have  been  employed 
or  permitted  to  work  on  the  farm,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other 
person,  in  the  production,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  a  crop  of  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  with  respect  to  which  application  for  payment  is  made,  except 
a  member  of  the  immediate  family  of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not 
less  than  40  per  centum  of  the  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  performed;  and 
that  no  child  between  the  ages  of  fourteen  and  sixteen  years  shall  have  been 
employed  or  permitted  to  do  such  work,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any 

-other  persons,  for  a  longer  period  than  eight  hours  in  any  one  day,  except  a 
member  of  the  immediate  family  of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not 
less  than  40  per  centum  of  the  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  performed.  The 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  payments,  notwithstanding  a  failure  to  comply 
with  the  conditions  provided  in  this  subsection,  but  the  payments  made  with 
respect  to  any  crop  shall  be  subject  to  a  deduction  of  $10  for  each  child  for 
each  day,  or  a  portion  of  a  day,  during  which  such  child  was  employed  or 
permitted  to  work  contrary  to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

(b)  That  there  shall  not  have  been  marketed  (or  processed)  an  amount  (in 
terms  of  planted  acreage,  weight,  or  recoverable  sugar  content)  of  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for  the  production  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  to  be  marketed  in,  or  so  as  to  compete  with  or  otherwise  directly  affect 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the 
farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302, 
of  tlie  total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to  be  processed  to 
enable  the  area  in  which  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  are  produced  to  meet 
the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory)  as  estimated  by  the 
Secretary  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which  the  larger  part 
of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop  normally  would  be  marketed. 

Sec.  302,  (a)  The  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  with  respect  to  which  pay¬ 
ment  may  be  made  shall  be  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially 
recoverable,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  from  the  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
grown  on  the  farm  and  marketed  (or  processed  by  the  producer)  not  in  excess 
of  the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the 
quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
required  to  be  processed  to  enable  the  producing  area  in  which  the  crop  of 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  is  grown  to  meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal 
carry-over  inventory)  estimated  by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the  calendar 
'year  during  which  the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop 
normally  would  be  marketed. 

(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with  respect  to  a  farm,  the 
Secretary  may  take  into  consideration  the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar 
beets  and  sugarcane  marketed  (or  processed)  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  and  the  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  and  the 
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Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect  the  interests  of  new  producers 
and  small  producers  and  the  interests  of  producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share 
tenants,  adherent  planters,  or  share  croppers. 

(c)  Payments  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  com¬ 
mercially,  recoverable  from  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  com¬ 
mencing  with  the  crop  year  1948. 

Sec.  303.  In  addition  to  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  with  respect 
to  which  payments  are  authorized  under  subsection  (a)  of  section  302,  the 
Secretary  is  also  authorized  to  make  payments,  on  the  conditions  provided  in 
section  301,  with  respect  to  bona  fide  abandonment  of  planted  acreage  and  crop 
deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage,  resulting  from  drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze, 
disease,  or  insects,  which  cause  such  damage  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the 
crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  in  the  same  factory  district  (as  established 
by  the  Secretary),  county,  parish,  municipality,  or  local  producing  area,  as 
determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary,  on  the 
following  quantities  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar:  (1)  With  respect  to  such  bona 
fide  abandonment  of  each  planted  acre  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  one-third 
of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recoverable  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  per  acre 
for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary;  and  (2)  wfith  respect  to  such 
crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  the  excess 
of  80  per  centum  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recoverable  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  for  such  acreage  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  over  the 
actual  yield. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  The  amount  of  the  base  rate  of  payment  shall  be  80  cents  per 
hundred  pounds  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  raw  value. 

(b)  All  payments  shall  be  calculated  with  respect  to  a  farm  which,  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act,  shall  be  a  farming  unit  as  determined  in  accordance  with 
regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary,  and  in  making  such  determinations,  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  use  of  common  work  stock,  equip¬ 
ment,  labor,  management,  and  other  pertinent  factors. 

(c)  The  total  payment  with  respect  to  a  farm  shall  be  the  product  of  the 
base  rate  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  multiplied  by  the  amount 
of  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  raw  value,  with  respect  to  which  payment  is  to  be 
made,  except  that  reduction  shall  be  made  from  such  total  payment  in  accordance 
with  the  following  scale  of  reductions : 


That  portion  of  the  quantity  of 
sugar  and  liquid  sugar  which  is 
included  within  the  following  in¬ 
tervals  of  short  tons,  raw  value 

350  to  700 _ 

700  to  1,000 _ 

1,000  to  1,500 _ 

1,500  to  3,000 _ 

3.000  to  6,000 _ 

6,000  to  12,000 _ 

12,000  to  30,000 _ 

More  than  30,000 _ 


Reduction  in  the  base  rate 
of  payment  per  hundred¬ 
weight  of  such  portion 

_ $0.05 

_  .  10 

_  .20 

_  .25 

_  .  275 

_  .  30 

_  .  325 

_  .  50 


(d)  Application  for  payment  shall  be  made  by,  and  payments  shall  be  made 
to,  tlie  producer  or,  in  the  event  of  his  death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency, 
his  legal  representative,  or  heirs:  Provided,  however.  That  all  producers  on 
the  farm  shall  signify  in  the  application  for  payment  the  percentage  of  the 
total  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm  to  be  made  to  each  producer:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  payments  may  be  made,  (1)  in  the  event  of  the  death,  dis¬ 
appearance,  or  incompetency  of  a  producer,  to  such  beneficiary  as  the  producer 
may  designate  in  the  application  for  payment :  (2)  to  one  producer  of  a  group  of 
two  or  more  producers,  provided  all  producers  on  the  farm  designate  such 
producer  in  the  application  for  payment  as  sole  recipient  for  their  benefit  of 
the  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm ;  or  (3)  to  a  person  who  is  not  a  producer, 
provided  such  person  controls  the  land  included  within  the  farm  with  respect 
to  which  the  application  for  payment  is  made  and  is  designated  by  the  sole 
producer  (or  all  producers)  on  the  farm,  as  sole  recipient  for  his  or  their 
benefit,  of  the  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm. 

Sec.  305..  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  titles  II  and  III  of  this  Act.  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  utilize  local  committees  of  sugar  beet  or  sugarcane 
producers.  State  and  county  agricultural  conservation  committees,  or  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Extension  Service  and  other  agencies,  and  the  Secretary  may  prescribe 
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that  all  or  a  part  of  the  expenses  of  such  committees  may  be  deducted  from 
the  payments  herein  authorized. 

Sec.  306.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis  for  any  payment,  or  the  amount 
thereof  authorized  to  be  made  under  this  title,  officially  determined  in  con¬ 
formity  with  rules  or  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  review- 
able  only  by  the  Secretary,  and  his  determinations  with  respect  thereto  shall  be 
final  and  conclusive. 

Sec.  307.  This  title  shall  apply  to  the  continental  United  States,  the  Territory 
of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  may  make  such  expendi¬ 
tures  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  including 
personal  services  and  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere. 

Sec.  402.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each  fiscal  year 
for  the  purposes  and  administration  of  this  Act  the  funds  necessary  to  make  the 
payments  provided  for  in  title  III  of  this  Act  and  such  other  amounts  as  the 
Congress  determines  to  be  necessary  for  such  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  the  other 
provisions  of  the  Act. 

(b)  All  funds  available  for  carrying  out  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  allot¬ 
ment  to  the  bureaus  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  for 
transfer  to  such  other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  as  the  Secretary 
may  request  to  cooperate  or  assist  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

(c)  The  funds  made  available  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  Secretary  to 
carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  during 
the  fiscal  year  1948  are  also  hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary  for  purposes 
of  administration  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  during  the  fiscal  year  1948. 

Sec.  403.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law.  the  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  for  payments  to  producers  under  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to 
the  Secretary  for  allotment  and  payment  in  advance  of  determination  of  per¬ 
formance  by  producers  to  the  local  committees  utilized  pursuant  to  section  305 
of  this  Act  and,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall 
be  deposited  in  local  banks  and  disbursed  by  the  committees  in  making  payments 
to  producers :  Provided,  That  members  of  such  committees  shall  give  bond  in 
such  sum  and  under  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe. 

Sec.  404.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such  orders  or  regulations, 
which  shall  have  the  force  and  effect  of  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  powers  vested  in  him  by  this  Act.  Any  person  knowingly  violating  anv  order 
or  regulation  of  the  Secretary  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall,  upon  conviction, 
be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $100  for  each  such  violation. 

(b)  Each  determination  issued  by  the  Secretary  in  connection  with  quotas 
and  deficits  under  title  II  or  payments  under  title  ITI  of  this  Act  shall  be  promptly 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  and  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  statement  of  the 
bases  and  considerations  upon  which  such  determination  was  made. 

Sec.  405.  The  several  district  courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby  vested 
with  jurisdiction  specifically  to  enforce,  and  to  prevent  and  restrain  any  person 
from  violating,  the  provisions  of  this  Act  or  of  any  order  or  regulation  made  or 
issued  pursuant  to  this  Act.  If  and  when  the  Secretary  shall  so  request,  it  shall 
be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their  re¬ 
spective  districts,  to  institute  proceedings  to  enforce  the  remedies  and  to  collect 
the  penalties  and  forfeitures  provided  for  in  this  Act.  The  remedies  provided  for 
in  this  Act  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  exclusive  of,  any  of  the  remedies  or 
penalties  existing  at  law  or  in  equity. 

Sec.  406.  Any  person  who  knowingly  violates,  or  attempts  to  violate,  or  who 
knowingly  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of,  any  of  the  provisions  of  section 
209,  or  any  person  who  brings  or  imports  into  the  continental  United  States  direct- 
consumption  sugar  after  the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been  filled, 
shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  the  sum  equal  to  three  times  the  market  value, 
at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  any  such  act.  (a)  of  that  quantity  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  by  which  any  quota,  proration,  or  allotment  is  exceeded,  nr  (b)  of  that 
quantity  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States  after  the  quan¬ 
tities  specified  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  which  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable 
in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  407.  All  persons  engaged  in  the  manufacturing,  marketing,  or  transpor¬ 
tation  or  industrial  use  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  and  having  information  which 
the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  enable  him  to  administer  the  provisions  of  this 
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Act,  shall,  upon  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  furnish  him  with  such  information. 
Any  person  willfully  failing  or  refusing  to  furnish  such  information  or  furnishing 
willfully  any  false  information,  shall  upon  conviction  be  subject  t,o  a  penalty  of 
not  more  than  $1,000  for  each  such  violation. 

Sec.  408.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in  any  official  capacity  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  Act,  invest  or  speculate  in  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  contracts  relat¬ 
ing  thereto,  or  the  stock  or  membership  interests  of  any  association  or  corporation 
engaged  in  the  production  or  manufacturing  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar.  Any  person 
violating  this  section  shall  upon  conviction  thereof  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000 
or  imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

Sec.  409.  Whenever  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  the  President  finds 
and  proclaims  that  a  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  he  shall  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation,  except  as 
provided  in  section  207  of  this  Act,  of  all  the  provisions  of  title  II  above,  and, 
thereafter,  the  operation  of  such  title  shall  continue  in  suspense  until  the  President 
finds  and  proclaims  that  the  facts  which  occasioned  such  suspension  mo  longer 
exist.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  investigations  and  reports  thereon  to 
the  President  as  may  be  necessary  to  aid  him  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  section. 

Sec.  410.  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  action  is  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  he  is  authorized,  if  first  requested  by  indiv¬ 
iduals  or  associations  constituting  or  representing  a  substantial  proportion  of 
the  persons  affected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  to 
make  for,  such  area  surveys  and  invpstigatkinsjm  the  extent  he  deems  necessary, 
including  tlie  holding  <7f  public  hearings,  and  to  make  recommendations  with 
respect  to  (a)  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  the  producers  and 
processors  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area  and  (b)  the  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  of  contracts  between  laborers  and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
in  such  area.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  information  shall 
not  be  made  public  with  respect  to  the  individual  operations  of  any  processor, 
producer,  or  laborer. 

Sec.  411.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  conduct  surveys,  investigations,  and 
research  relating  to  the  conditions  and  factors  affecting  the  methods  of  accom¬ 
plishing  most  effectively  the  purposes  of  this  Act  and  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture 
generally  in  any  area.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  existing  law,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  is  authorized  to  make  public  such  information  as  he  deems  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  412.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under  this  Act  shall  terminate 
on  December  31,  1952,  except  that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make 
payments  under  title  III  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1952 
and  previous  crop  years. 

Sec.  413.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  where  an  earlier  effective  date 
is  provided  for  herein,  shall  become  effective  the  first  moment  of  January  1,  1948. 
As  provided  in  section  513  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested  in  the 
Secretary  under  that  Act  shall  terminated  on  December  31,  1947,  except  that  the 
Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under  title  III  of  that  Act  under 
programs  thereunder  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 

TITLE  V — AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  INTERNAL  REVENUE  CODE 

Sec.  501.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3507  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
(relating  to  the  definition  .of  “manufactured  sugar”)  is  amended  by  inserting  in 
the  parenthesis  after  the  word  “added”  therein  the  following:  “or  developed  in 
the  product”. 

(b)  Section  3508  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  (relating  to  termination  of 
taxes)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  3508.  TERMINATION  OF  TAXES. 

“No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  on  the  manufacture,  use,  or  im¬ 
portation  of  sugar  after  June  30,  1953.” 

(c)  A  new  section  3509  is  added  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  as  follows: 

“Sec.  3509.  FLOOR  STOCKS  REFUNDS  ON  MANUFACTURED  SUGAR. 

“(a)  In  General. — With  respect  to  manufactured  sugar  upon  which  the  tax 
imposed  under  this  chapter  has  been  paid,  and  which  upon  termination  of  such 
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tax  is  held  by  any  persons  and  intended  for  sale,  except  stocks  held  for  sale  at 
retail,  or  held  for  use  in  the  manufacture  or  production  of  any  article  intended 
for  sale,  there  shall  be  credited  or  refunded  to  the  manufacturer  of  such  sugar 
(without  interest),  subject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an  amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid 
by  such  manufacturer  on  stocks  held  by  him  plus  such  amount  as  has  been  paid 
by  such  manufacturer  to  any  person  holding  such  sugar  as  reimbursement  for 
the  termination  of  the  tax  imposed  under  this  chapter,  if  claim  for  such  credit 
or  refund  is  filed  with  the  Commissioner  prior  to  the  expiration  of  three  months 
after  the  termination  of  such  tax. 

“(b)  Lim i i a  1'iCNS  on  Eligibility  fob  Credit  or  Refund. — No  person  shall  be 
entitled  to  credit  or  refund  under  subsection  (a)  unless  he  has  in  his  possession 
such  evidence  of  the  inventories  with  respect  to  which  he  has  paid  the  tax  or 
made  the  reimbursements  described  in  subsection  (a)  as  the  regulations  under 
subsection  (a)  prescribe. 

"(c)  All  provisions  of  law,  including  penalties,  applicable  in  respect  of  taxes 
imposed  under  this  chapter  shall,  insofar  as  applicable  and  not  inconsistent  with 
this  section,  be  applicable  in  respect  of  the  credits  and  refunds  provided  for  in 
this  section  to  the  same  extent  as  if  such  credits  or  refunds  constituted  credits 
or  refunds  of  such  taxes.” 

(d)  The  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  provided  for  in  this  section 
shall  become  effective  upon  the  first  day  of  the  second  month  following  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CLINTON  P.  ANDERSON,  SECRETARY  OF 

AGRICULTURE 

Secretary  Anderson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  probably 
I  could  do  better  if  I  made  a  statement  first,  as  to  why  it  seemed  desir¬ 
able  to  do  this. 

The  Chairman.  We  would  like  to  have  you  proceed  in  your  own 
way. 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  admit  to  you  frankly  I  do  not  know  too 
much  about  the  provisions  of  this  committee  print  or  suggested  bill. 
About  a  year  ago  it  became  obvious  that  negotiations  with  the  Cuban 
Government  for  the  purchase  of  at  least  one  crop  and  preferably  two 
crops  from  Cuba  were  not  proceeding  very  well.  And  I  discovered 
one  of  the  reasons  was  the  Cubans  seemed  to  be  uncertain  as  to  what 
their  future  picture  would  be,  because  they  were  making  what  they  re¬ 
garded  as  unusual  and  very  substantial  efforts  to  help  in  relieving  the 
sugar  problem  of  the  United  States.  So,  since  we  had  been  negotiating 
for  nearly  18  months  with  the  Cuban  Government,  we  tried  to  find  out 
what  steps  might  be  taken  to  reassure  them. 

I  need  not  go  into  all  of  the  details  as  to  what  they  thought  might 
be  desirable  or  what  we  thought  might  be  possible,  but  it  was  quite 
obvious  the  thing  that  seemed  quite  uppermost  in  their  minds  was  not 
possible  or  desirable.  They  felt  an  exchange  of  notes  between  the 
Chief  Executives  of  the  two  countries  would  be  a  proper  solution. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  pointed  out  to  them  that  allotments 
of  sugar  quotas  was  a  province  of  the  Congress  and  not  a  function 
of  the  Chief  Executive  and,  therefore,  it  could  not  be  handled,  as  they 
desired,  by  a  note.  There  was,  however,  a  letter  written  by  the  State 
Department  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance  urging  an  effort 
be  made  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  recognize  the  wartime 
contribution  of  the  Cubans  when  new  allotments  were  made. 

I  then  went  to  Cuba  within  a  few  days  after  that  letter  was  written 
and  entered  into  negotiations  for  the  purchase  of  two  crops,  part  of 
the  first  crop  already  having  been  delivered.  The  other  very  large 
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crop  now  is  being  delivered,  to  us.  Tlie  Cuban  Government  did  sell 
those  crops  to  us  on  what  I  still  believe  to  be  a  very  fair  basis  and, 
because  of  the  excellent  way  in  which  the  American  representatives 
were  treated  in  Cuba,  I  felt  an  obligation  to  see  to  it  that  in  any  new 
sugar  legislation  the  wartime  contribution  by  the  Cuban  Government 
was  recognized. 

At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  felt  there  were  other  areas 
that  had  problems  and  whose  contributions  needed  to  be  recognized; 
or.  in  case  they  were  not  able  to  increase  their  contribution,  that  the 
problems  they  faced  should  be  recognized.  For  example,  the  Philip¬ 
pines  could  not  make  much  contribution  during  the  war  because  they 
were  overrun;  secondly,  the  Hawaiians,  whose  production  held  up 
remarkably  well  during  the  war,  could  not  increase  it  as  Cuba  had 
increased  its  production,  because  we  were  using  great  areas  of  Hawaii 
for  military  purposes;  we  were  diverting  manpower  from  their  sugar 
plantations  and  sugar  industry  to  our  war  needs.  And  it  seemed  only 
fair  to  say,  if  we  should  credit  Cuba  for  the  large  out-turn  it  had  in 
sugar,  we  should  take  into  consideration  the  very  fine  work  which 
the  Hawaiians  had  done  under  extreme  difficulties.  Our  own  con¬ 
tinental  areas  should  certainly  come  in  for  consideration:  because, 
while  they  did  not  greatly  increase  their  output,  and  in  fact  during 
the  early  years  of  the  war  decreased  their  output,  they  did  it  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  requests  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  what  we 
regarded  as  a  greater  contribution  to  the  war  effort.  They  had  moved 
into  the  planting  of  other  types  of  crops  and  surely  the  actions  they 
had  taken  in  compliance  with  war  programs  should  not  be  over¬ 
looked. 

So,  when  it  came  time  to  consider  legislation,  we  received  letters 
from  the  Cuban  Government  saying  a  simple  1-year  extension  of  the 
Sugar  Act  would  be  regarded  as  detrimental  to  Cuba’s  interests.  1 
myself  felt  that  was  sort  of  a  forced  construction  of  our  contract.  I 
had  written  the  particular  language  in  our  contract  which  said  that  a 
1-year  extension  would  not  be  regarded  as  detrimental,  but  the 
Cubans  interpreted  that  to  mean  just  one  extension  and  not  two. 
I  recognized  they  had  a  basis  for  their  point  of  view ;  so,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  when  I  knew  you  were  drafting  a  1-year  extension  I  felt  it 
necessary  to  say  to  you,  while  I  appreciated  the  fact  you  were  trying 
to  make  a  contribution  to  the  stabilization  of  things,  we  felt  that  a 
1-year  extension  would  not  be  completely  proper. 

I  think  I  should  also  say  there  was  a  very  definite  reason  why  we 
did  not  like  the  idea  at  this  time.  There  is  a  provision  in  the  present 
Sugar  Act  that  if  there  is  a  deficit  in  an  area  such  as  the  Philippines, 
that  deficit  shall  be  allotted  to  the  full-duty  countries  and  that  does 
not  mean  Cuba.  I  felt  if  there  was  a  deficit  from  the  Philippines,  as 
there  probably  will  be  and  undoubtedly  will  be  for  the  next  2  or  3 
years,  it  was  not  fair  to  allot  that  to  some  country  other  than  Cuba. 
So,  you  will  recall,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urged  you  to  delay  action  on  it 
for  a  little  while  if  you  could,  to  give  the  American  domestic  areas, 
meaning  the  cane  and  sugar  beet  areas,  including  Hawaii  and  Puerto 
Rico,  an  opportunity  to  see  if  they  could  get  together.  I  appreciate 
very  much  your  patience  and  indulgence  to  us  under  those  circum¬ 
stances. 
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When  I  found  you  were  not  going  to  hurry  the  hearings  on  this 
bill  I  appealed  to  the  domestic  industry  to  see  if  they  could  get  to¬ 
gether.  The  passage  of  the  Sugar  Act*  was  greatly  delayed  in  1937 
by  the  fact  there  could  be  no  agreement  between  the  domestic  areas, 
and  I  am  afraid  not  too  much  agreement  between  the  branches  of 
our  Government.  So  it  seemed  desirable  at  the  beginning  to  see  if  the 
domestic  areas  could  agree.  Very  frankly,  I  was  skeptical  about  it, 
but  I  thought  it  desirable  to  see  if  it  was  possible. 

I  believe  it  is  only  fair  to  say  that  these  people  reached  an  agree¬ 
ment  by  a  good  deal  of  giving  and  taking.  They  came  to  Washington 
and  made  a  most  sincere  effort  to  try  to  find  a  basis  upon  which  they 
could  compromise  what  were  certain  to  be  difficulties  and  differences 
between  them.  It  looked  hopeless  for  a  while.  Then  they  began  to 
report  progress,  and  finally  they  asked  me  if  I  had  anything  to  sug¬ 
gest  to  them  as  a  basis  for  a  bill.  I  did  make  a  suggestion  to  them 
which  I  thought  was  fair.  Very  quickly  there  was  a  reply  from  one 
of  the  areas  that  would  be  involved,  pointing  out  that  my  proposal 
was  not  fair,  and  I  had  to  concede  it  was  not  fair.  Therefore,  I  asked 
them  if  they  could  make  a  proposal.  After  a  considerable  amount  of 
study  they  came  in  with  a  proposal  which  we  studied  for  quite  a 
while  in  the  Department  and  came  up  with  the  conviction,  by  and 
large,  that  it  was  an  extremely  fair  proposal.  It  does  something  which 
I  think  is  valuable  to  the  pattern  of  American  agriculture.  It  pretty 
well  freezes  for  the  next  5  years  our  domestic  production,  not,  however, 
at  a  low  figure,  but  at  a  reasonable  figure.  It  was  in  the  neighbor¬ 
hood  of  what  we  did  in  prewar  years  under  encouraging  circum- 
-stances.  Then  it  took  the  Cuban  picture  into  consideration  and  made 
what  I  think  is  a  most  valuable  concession  to  Cuba,  namely,  that 
nearly  all  of  the  Philippine  deficit,  95  percent  of  it  at  least,  should 
be  credited  at  once  to  Cuba. 

Now,  the  Cuban  industry  has  expanded  greatly  during  the  war  and 
to  the  great  benefit  of  the  United  States  and  other  areas  which  have 
looked  to  Cuba  for  sugar,  so  it  seemed  only  fair  they  should  be  given 
an  opportunity  to  compress  their  sugar  plantings,  if  it  was  necessary 
to  compress  them,  and,  even  if  they  should  not  compress  them,  that 
they  would  get  the  benefit  of  the  development  of  the  large  areas  which 
they  have  developed. 

Believing  as  I  do  that  sugar  consumption  will  increase  in  the  next 
few  years,  I  see  the  possibility  that  the  Cuban  industry  should  continue 
at  a  very  high  scale  in  the  years  that  lie  ahead;  but,  if  sugar  consump¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States  does  not  increase  very  greatly,  then  the  Cuban 
Government  is  given  a  very  fair  opportunity  to  adjust  its  production 
and  bring  it  down  to  a  more  realistic  pattern.  I  say  to  you  very 
frankly  I  do  not  believe  it  will  come  down  to  that  pattern,  because  I 
believe  we  will  have  a  large  consumption  of  sugar  around  the  world 
and  it  will  take  a  long  time  to  fill  up  our  empty  sugar  bowls  in  the 
homes  and  at  the  same  time  to  provide  enough  sugar  so  that  industrial 
and  institutional  users  in  this  country  will  have  a  reasonable  supply 
on  hand  and  an  opportunity  to  lay  in  stocks  in  advance  of  their  con¬ 
sumption.  I  look  for  a  very  strong  sugar  demand  for  many  years 
to  come  and,  under  those  circumstances,  I  think  it  proper  to  say  that 
the  domestic  areas  in  their  proposal  dealt  not  only  fairly  but  gener- 
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ously  with  Cuba,  so  that  I  was  very  pleasantly  surprised  with  what 
they  had  been  able  to  agree  to. 

Frankly,  I  had  doubts  they  would  be  able  to  come  up  with  an  agree¬ 
ment,  and  when  I  saw  what  it  was  and  how  fair  it  seemed  to  me,  then 
I  was  pleasantly  surprised. 

It  became  apparent  that,  if  anything  was  to  be  done,  it  had  to  be 
done  quickly,  and  there  were,  as  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  some  con¬ 
ferences  with  members  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  trying  to  find 
out  if  your  committee  would  consider  such  a  proposal.  We  recognized 
the  time  was  late  and  it  was  hardly  fair  for  you  to  undertake  extensive 
hearings  on  a  bill  of  this  character.  Very  wisely,  your  committee 
suggested  we  ought  to  find  out  whether  the  position  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  could  be  brought  together  as  the  position  of  the  domestic  areas 
had  been  brought  together. 

With  that  in  mind,  it  was  suggested  that  we  confer  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  because  it  has  a  responsibility  to  both  Puerto 
Kico  and  Hawaii.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  looked  at  the  bill 
carefully  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  phoned  me  after  they  had 
had  an  opportunity  to  study  it  to  say  he  was  in  full  agreement  with 
the  purposes  of  the  bill  and  they  would  be  able  to  support  it,  because 
they  felt  it  was  of  great  value  that  the  domestic  areas  were  in  agree¬ 
ment  on  it.  I  then  suggested  they  consult  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  the  State  Deparment  and  other  branches  of  the  administration, 
and  I  am  now  in  a  position  to  say  to  you  I  am  confident  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  will  be  pleased  to  support  a  bill  such  as  has  been  drawn 
if  it  should  be  favorably  acted  upon  by  this  committee  and  by  the  House 
in  turn  and  finally  by  the  Senate. 

That  brings  me  up  to  the  purposes,  the  workings  behind  the  bill, 
and  its  precise  situation.  I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  not  seen 
the  actual  text  which  was  the  basis  upon  which  this  committee  print 
was  written,  but  I  am  sure  all  the  principles  involved  in  it  have  been 
discussed  in  my  office  and  I  am  confident  I  know  in  general  the  basis 
upon  which  this  bill  has  been  drawn,  so  that  I  can  say  to  you  I  heartily 
endorse  the  bill  even  though  I  have  not  seen  the  exact  wording  of  it. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Mr.  Secretary,  will  you  permit  a  question? 

Secretary  Anderson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Upon  what  basis  of  supply  are  you  making  your 
recommendation?  What  I  have  in  mind  is  this:  How  much  sugar  do 
you  feel  the  American  people  require  over  the  period  covered  by  this 
bill  for  each  year? 

Secretary  Anderson.  Well,  I  have  made  my  study  as  to  a  minimum 
supply  on  the  basis  of  7,400,000  tons,  which  is  the  prewar  figure  ad¬ 
justed  to  the  present  population.  That  would  grow  during  a  5-year 
period,  but  I  surely  feel  that  the  minimum  requirements  in  this  coun¬ 
try  would  be  7,400,000  tons.  I  probably  would  not  be  regarded  as  a 
very  good  witness  by  the  sugar  industry  that  may  take  a  more  cautious 
view  of  the  situation,  but  I  feel  the  consumption  in  the  next  2  or  3 
years  will  be  far  above  that  figure  actually,  because  there  is  no  reserve 
supply  in  this  country.  The  amount  of  sugar  we  need  to  do  an  ordi¬ 
nary  merchandising  job  is  not  available.  By  that  I  mean  there  should 
be  stocks  of  sugar  in  stores  available  to  domestic  consumers  or  house¬ 
wives  of  the  country,  and  the  great  industrial  users  should  have  on 
hand  not  the  hand-to-mouth  existence  as  they  now  have,  but  a  several 
months  supply  and  in  some  industries  that  depend  so  heavily  upon 
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sugar  they  might  have  several  years’  supply  on  hand  in  warehouses. 
They  cannot  hope  to  get  to  that  point,  I  believe,  for  the  next  2  or  3 
years;  but,  taking  that  into  consideration,  you  have  an  absolute  min¬ 
imum  of  7,400,000  tons,  and  that  is  the  figure  I  have  in  my  mind  when 
I  say  that  is  a  fair  estimate  of  what  we  are  surely  going  to  require. 

Does  that  answer  your  question,  Mr.  Andresen? 

Mr.  Andresen.  Yes;  that  does.  Now,  if  7,400,000  short  tons  of 
sugar  are  available  a  year,  you  feel  there  will  no  longer  be  need  for 
the  rationing  of  sugar  or  for  price  control  ? 

Secretary  Anderson.  Once  yon  have  built  the  stocks  back,  once  you 
have  built  up  the  supplies  so  that  you  do  not  have  to  ship  beet  sugar 
from  the  west  coast  to  the  east  coast  at  certain  stages  of  the  year  and 
Cuban  sugar  back  to  the  west  coast,  which  is  a  very  wasteful  and 
improper  practice,  then  I  would  say  that  the  minimum  you  could  look 
forward  to  would  be  7,400,000  tons.  Personally,  I  feel  the  first  year 
we  have  a  chance  to  do  it  we  probably  will  use  8,000,000  tons  of  sugar 
in  this  country,  including  the  building-up  stocks,  if  the  sugar  is 
available. 

Mr.  Andresen.  My  figures  show  we  are  going  to  have  for  this  year 
somewhere  between  7,400,000  tons  and  8,000,000  tons.  That  would  be 
for  the  balance  of  this  year.  I  know  the  rationing  of  sugar  for  direct 
consumption  has  been  discontinued,  and  I  am  thinking  about  the  dis¬ 
continuance  of  rationing  for  industrial  users. 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  would  say  that  was  a  matter  requiring  some 
discussion  still,  because  you  could  easily  have  a  situation  where,  if  you 
removed  all  rationing,  you  would  have  certain  industrial  users  to 
whom  the  use  of  sugar  is  more  profitable  than  to  others  probably  want¬ 
ing  to  build  up  stocks  of  sugar  while  sugar  is  only  a  nickel  per  pound. 
So  far  as  our  Cuban  sugar  is  concerned,  the  5-cent  price  to  Cuba  is,  in 
the  opinion  of  many  people,  an  advantageous  price  still,  and  they 
might  want  to  lay  in  rather  large  supplies  for  particular  industrial 
purposes  where  the  desire  is  greatly  increased  by  the  use  of  moderately 
priced  sugar. 

Until  we  are  assured  of  a  somewhat  larger  supply,  I  think  it  would 
be  unwise  to  terminate  all  controls;  although,  as  1  have  said  steadily, 
I  see  by  the  outturn  of  the  crop  that  we  are  not  too  far  away  from 
such  a  possibility.  But  I  do  not  think  that  time  has  arrived  yet,  or 
I  would  have  taken  some  action  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Of  course,  we  have  some  small  industrial  users  like 
bakeries  and  small  ice  cream  plants  in  the  local  communities  that  I 
assume,  under  the  present  regulations',  it  will  not  be  difficult  for  them 
to  get  sugar. 

Secretary  Anderson.  No. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  do  not  see  how  you  are  going  to  enforce  the  ration¬ 
ing  of  sugar  in  that  respect.  I  did  not  want  to  interrupt  you;  I  just 
wanted  to  get  the  figure  of  supply  on  which  you  predicated  your  state¬ 
ment. 

Secretary  Anderson.  Then,  if  I  may  turn  to  the  purposes  of  the 
bill : 

The  stated  purpose  of  this  bill  is — 

to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States,  with  the  Territories  and  posses¬ 
sions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign  countries;  to  protect  the  welfare 
of  consumers  of  sugars  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing 
industry ;  to  promote  the  export  trade  of  the  United  States ;  to  amend  the  Inter¬ 
nal  Revenue  Code ;  and  for  other  purposes. 
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In  effect,  the  bill  would  reenact  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  with  important 
changes  and  extend  the  termination  date  from  December  31,  1947,  to 
December  31,  1952.  The  tax  with  respect  to  sugar  would  also  be  ex¬ 
tended  to  July  1,  1953.  Like  its  predecessors  (the  Jones-Costigan 
Sugar  Act  of  1934  and  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937),  the  bill  has  as  its 
primary  object  the  stabilization  of  the  sugar  producing,  refining,  and 
importing  industries.  The  bill  would  provide  for  a  quota  system, 
under  which  the  United  States  market  is  divided  among  the  various 
domestic  and  foreign  areas  supplying  it,  and  for  the  necessary  com¬ 
plements  to  that  system,  namely,  a  tax  on  sugar  and  payments  to 
producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane.  Provision  is  also  made  for 
the  protection  of  consumers  against  excessive  prices. 

Section  201  of  the  bill  would  change  the  method  of  estimating  each 
year  the  quantity  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  continental  United  States.  The  Sugar  Act  of  1937  now 
provides  that  the  estimate  of  consumption  requirements  shall  afford 
a  minimum  annual  supply  to  consumers,  on  a  per  capita  basis,  no 
less  than  that  of  the  2-year  period  1937-38.  This  per  capita  standard 
is  omitted  from  the  bill  and  there  is  provided  instead  the  direction 
that  the  Secretary,  in  making  such  a  determination,  shall  take  into 
consideration  certain  standards  with  a  view  to  providing  a  supply 
of  sugar  which  will  be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessive  to 
consumers'  and  which  will  fairly  and  -equitably  maintain  and  protect 
the  welfare  of  the  domestic-sugar  industry.  The  standards  to  be 
taken  into  consideration  include  the  level  of  consumption  during  the 
preceding  year,  a  possible  deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of  sugar, 
changes  in  population  and  demand  factors,  the  level  and  trend  of  con¬ 
sumer  purchasing  power,  and  the  relationship  between  the  prices  at 
wholesale  for  refined  sugar  that  would  result  from  the  determination 
and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  as  compared  with 
the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  and 
the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  obtaining  during  1947 
prior  to  the  termination  of  price  control  on  sugar.  The  last-named 
standard  does  not  require  the  Secretary  to  limit  bis  estimate  of  con¬ 
sumption  requirements  to  an  amount  which  would  assure  such  a  price 
for  refined  sugar,  but  merely  provides  that  this  factor  shall  be  taken 
into  consideration,  together  with  the  other  factors,  in  the  issuance 
of  determinations  under  this  section. 

Section  202  of  the  bill  proposes  important  changes  in  sugar  quotas 
from  those  found  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  Heretofore  the  quotas 
for  all  sugar-producing  areas,  both  domestic  and  foreign,  have  been 
based  upon  a  percentage  of  the  estimate  of  consumption  requirements; 
and  annual  quotas  have  varied  depending  upon  the  amount  of  such 
estimates.  Section  202  proposes  to  establish  quotas  for  domestic  areas 
in  specific  amounts  and.  after  apportionment  of  a  quota  of  952,000 
short  tons,  raw  value,  to  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  (that  is  a 
treaty  obligation),  to  apportion  the  remainder  of  the  consumption 
estimate  to  Cuba  and  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Philip¬ 
pines  on  the  basis  of  the  same  percentage  ratios  as  now  provided  in 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  The  quota  established  for  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  conforms  to  the  quota  for  that  country  under  the  Philip¬ 
pine  Trade  Act  of  1946,  except  that  the  quota  in  the  latter  act  con¬ 
tains  no  specification  as  to  polarization. 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  19  18 


17 


Mr.  Andresen.  May  I  interrupt  there  to  clear  up  a  point  in  my  own 
mind?  You  leave  the  percentage  in  the  existing  law  the  same  as  it 
is  and  then  only  assign  the  deficit  to  the  Philippines  ? 

Secretary  Anderson.  No.  Actually  there  is  a  fixed  quota  estab¬ 
lished  for  domestic  beets,  of  1,800,000  tons,  and  500,000  tons  to  domes¬ 
tic  cane;  1,052,000  tons  for  Hawaii  and  910,000  tons  for  Puerto  Rico 
and  6,000  tons  for  the  Virgin  Islands.  Those  are  established  quotas. 
Then  we  take  the  Philippines - 

Mr.  Andresen.  Those  are  the  standards  in  the  act  of  1937  ? 

Secretary  Anderson.  No;  those  are  somewhat  different  from  the 
act  of  1937,  but  only  very  slightly  so.  For  example,  of  the  7,400,000- 
ton  consumption  which  I  used  a  moment  ago,  under  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1937,  the  domestic  beets  would  get  1,715,000  tons  rather  than  1,800,000 
tons;  the  mainland  cane  would  get  466,000  tons;  Hawaii,  1,039,000 
tons ;  and  Puerto  Rico,  883,000  tons.  They  are  very  similar  to  what 
the  present  figures  are  in  the  act  of  1937,  but  they  do  vary  slightly, 
and  they  are  slightly  increased,  because  they  became  fixed  between 
7  and  8  million  tons,  consumption  in  the  United  States.  In  exchange 
for  that  fixed  quota  for  domestic  areas,  the  Cubans  have  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  increase  greatly  their  output  of  sugar  during  the  next  few 
years  as  compared  with  prewar. 

Mr.  Andresen.  In  the  case  of  sugar  beets,  assuming  1,700,000  tons 
of  sugar  beets  are  produced  in  the  United  States  next  year,  or  this 
year  for  consumption  next  year,  and  your  quota  for  domestic  sugar 
beets  is  1.800,000  tons,  what  happens  to  that  100,000  tons? 

Secretary  Anderson.  Cuba  would  get  the  benefit  of  a  pro  rata  pai't 
of  it ;  but  if  there  was  over  all  a  great  shortage  in  the  domestic  areas — 
that  is,  domestic  beet,  continental  cane,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico — 
that  would  chiefly  go  to  Cuba. 

Mr.  Pace.  Is  it  contemplated  that  the  domestic  producers  will  go 
back  under  acreage  control  under  this  legislation  ? 

Secretary  Anderson.  It  would  not  be  in  1948. 

Mr.  Pace.  Next  year? 

Secretary  Anderson.  It  is  not  necessary.  This  bill  would  carry 
the  same  provision  that  other  bills  have,  that  these  quotas  become 
established,  but  if  it  is  felt  it  is  not  necessary  because  we  are  not 
going  to  have  too  large  a  production,  they  could  be  suspended. 

Mr.  Pace.  In  other  words,  you  do  not  feel,  under  the  terms  of  the 
new  bill,  you  would  be  required  to  proclaim  acreage  controls  next 
year? 

Secretary  Anderson.  No  ;  certainly  on  the  basis  of  the  present  situa¬ 
tion  we  Avould  hardly  feel  that  necessary. 

Mr.  Pace.  Is  there  any  change  in  this  bill,  regarding  the  method 
of  making  producer  allotments,  from  the  present  law,  or  is  the  present 
law  continued  in  that  respect? 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  am  advised  it  is  the  same,  but  I  have  not 
gone  into  that. 

Mr.  Pace.  There  is  no  change  in  the  method  as  to  dividing  acreage 
.among  the  producers? 

Secretary  Anderson.  No. 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  it  going  to  satisfy  the  Cubans — and  as  I  understand 
it,  the  effort  in  this  bill  is  to  satisfy  the  Cubans— is  it  going  to  satisfy 
them  simply  to  write  a  law  saying  we  are  not  going  to  produce  more 
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than  a  certain  amount  of  sugar  and  then  take  no  steps  to  see  that  we 
do  not  produce  more  than  that  amount  ? 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  believe  it  will  satisfy  the  Cubans,  because 
they  will  know  we  will  take  those  steps  if  they  appear  necessary. 
Right  now,  as  I  have  said  to  you,  the  demand  for  sugar  in  1948,  in 
my  opinion,  is  going  to  be  extremely  large,  and  even  with  the  great 
crop  grown  in  Cuba  and  the  crops  grown  in  these  domestic  areas,  I 
feel  there  will  still  be  an  over-all  tightness  in  the  sugar  situation. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  seems  to  be  a  logical’  assumption,  but  when  they 
objected  and  said  they  would  consider  it  a  breach  of  faith  if  we  only 
passed  a  1-year  extension,  then  it  seems  to  me  they  are  likely  to  be. 
wanting  something  in  writing  and  wanting  something  on  the  statute 
books  to  assure  them. 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  think,  Mr.  Poage,  I  should  say  when  they 
said  it  would  be  detrimental  to  Cuba  to  have  simply  a  1-year  exten¬ 
sion,  they  were  thinking  of  the  fact  that  a  1-year  extension  would 
provide,  in  case  there  was  a  deficit  in  the  Philippines — and  we  all 
know  there  is  going  to  be  one — that  it  goes  to  the  full -duty  countries 
such  as  Peru,  and  obviously  that  is  not  fair  to  the  Cubans. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  see. 

Secretary  Anderson.  Section  202  (d)  contains  a  proviso  which  in 
effect  guarantees  for  Cuba  a  minimum  quota,  after  reallotment  of 
deficits,  equivalent  to  the  share  provided  for  Cuba — 28.6  percent — in 
section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  Under  this  proviso,  when 
Cuba’s  share  under  the  quota  system  set  forth  in  this  bill  would  other¬ 
wise  fall  below  28.6  percent,  the  quotas  for  domestic  producing  areas 
would  be  reduced  on  a  pro  rata  basis  by  the  amount  necessary  to 
maintain  a  quota  for  Cuba  of  28.6  percent.  It  is  extremely  likely 
that  consumption  of  sugar  in  this  country  during  the  next  5  years 
will  be  at  a  sufficiently  high  level  that  this  provision  will  not  be 
effective. 

Section  202  (e)  contains  a  new  provision  under  which  the  Secretary 
would  have  authority  to  withhold  or  withdraw  any  increase  in  the 
quota  for  any  foreign  country  over  that  provided  for  such  country 
under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  upon  a  finding  and  notification  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  that  such  country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treat¬ 
ment  to  nationals  of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or 
industry. 

Section  204  of  the  bill  would  change  the  provision  of  the  present  law 
with  respect  to  the  allocation  of  any  Philippine  deficit  by  providing 
for  the  allocation  of  such  deficit  to  Cuba  and  full-duty  countries,  with 
95  percent  of  such  deficit  to  go  to  Cuba  and  the  balance  of  5  percent  to 
full-duty  countries.  F ormerly,  the  entire  Philippine  deficit  was  reallot¬ 
ted  to  full-duty  countries.  The  deficits  in  the  Philippine  quota  were 
relatively  small  prior  to  the  war  as  compared  with  expected  substantial 
deficits  during  the  next  few  years.  Section  204  also  provides  that  in  the 
event  the  quota  for  Cuba  after  reallotment  of  deficits  would  fall  belowT 
28.6  percent,  except  for  the  provisions  of  section  202  (d)  described 
above,  the  proration  to  full  duty  countries  would  be  1.36  percent  in¬ 
stead  of  5  percent  and  the  proration  to  Cuba  would  be  98.64  percent 
instead  of  95  percent.  The  Philippine  deficit  would  be  prorated  on 
this  revised  basis  before  application  of  the  proviso  in  section  202  (d) 
for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  Cuban  quota  at  not  less  than  28.6 
percent. 
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Section  206  of  the  bill  would  require  the  establishment  of  quotas 
for  the  calendar  year  1948  within  the  first  10  days  of  that  year.  This 
provision,  however,  would  not  preclude  the  President  from  suspend¬ 
ing  such  quotas  under  the  provisions  of  section  409  of  the  bill  if  he 
should  find  that  emergency  conditions  require  their  suspension  during 
1948.  Section  206  would  have  the  effect  of  requiring  the  President  to 
reexamine  the  facts  underlying  his  present  suspension  of  sugar  quotas 
under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  before  quotas  could  be  suspended  for  1948. 

Section  207  of  the  bill  contains  a  new  subsection  (g)  which  provides 
that  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  quotas  established  under 
that  section  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  409,  unless  the  President  should  find  and  proclaim 
that  a  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to 
sugar  which  requires  the  suspension  of  the  direct-consumption  portions 
of  the  quota. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Will  the  Secretary  yield  on  that? 

Secretary  Anderson.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  Andresen.  The  Secretary  has  the  secondary  power  to  suspend 
quotas  ? 

Secretary  Anderson.  That  is  right.  The  actual  suspension  is  made 
by  the  President.  The  studies  are  generally  made  by  the  Secretary,  of 
course. 

Mr.  Pace.  Is  it  in  here  by  language,  or  is  it  in  here  by  reference  to 
the  old  law  ? 

Secretary  Anderson.  It  is  in  here  by  language. 

Section  301  of  the  bill  deletes  certain  conditions  for  payment  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  relating  to  the  payment  of  fair  farm 
wages,  compliance  with  soil-conservation  requirements,  and,  where 
the  producer  is  also  a  processor,  payment  of  fair  prices  for  sugar  beets 
and  sugarcane.  Since  the  enactment  of  the  Jones-Costigan  Sugar  Act 
of  1934,  payments  to  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  have 
been  conditioned  upon  their  payment  of  fair  and  reasonable  wage 
Dates  established  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and,  where  the  pro¬ 
ducer  is  also  a  processor,  the  payment  of  fair  and  reasonable  prices 
for  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  purchased,  as  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agi'iculture.  If  the  bill  should  be  enacted  in  its  present 
form,  the  authority  of  the  Department  in  matters  relating  to  con¬ 
tracts  between  producers  and  processors  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
and  contracts  between  laborers  and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and 
sugarcane  would  be  limited  to  the  issuance  of  recommendations  under 
the  provisions  of  section  410  of  the  bill,  which  is  a  modified  version  of 
section  511  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937. 

Section  403  of  the  bill  is  new.  Under  this  section,  funds  made 
available  for  payments  to  producers  could  be  allotted  to  local  commit¬ 
tees  and  payments  made  to  farmers  as  soon  as  compliance  with  all  con¬ 
ditions  for  payment  has  been  determined.  The  funds  could  be  de¬ 
posited  in  local  banks  and  disbursed  at  the  office  of  the  local  county 
association.  Some  question  exists  as  to  the  feasibility  of  this  provi¬ 
sion.  However,  it  is  requested  that  the  Department  be  permitted  to 
submit  a  statement  on  this  point  to  the  committee  early  next  week. 

Section  501  (c)  of  the  bill  would  also  amend  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  to  provide  for  a  refund  on  inventories  of  manufactured  sugar  on 
hand  at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  the  tax  on  July  1,  1953.  The 
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refund  provision  would  not  be  applicable  to  inventories  held  for  sale  at 
retail. 

The  bill  also  contains  a  number  of  technical  and  clarifying  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  present  Sugar  Act. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  as  I  skimmed  through  the  commit¬ 
tee  print.  I  did  not  see  provision  for  the  sugar  tax. 

Is  there  a  provision  in  the  bill  for  the  continuation  of  the  sugar 
tax? 

Secretary  Anderson.  Yes;  I  am  sure  there  is. 

In  the  committee  print  it  is  title  Y,  an  amendment  to  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code,  page  31  of  the  committee  print. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  line  3  on  page  32,  is  it  not  ? 

Section  3508 — is  that  it? 

Secretary  Anderson.  Section  501  is  the  salient  section.  It  ]ust 
continues  the  tax. 

The  Chairman.  I  was  looking  for  the  provision  that  provides  for 
the  continuation  of  the  tax.  I  wonder  if  that  is  line  24  ? 

Secretary  Anderson.  The  change  in  termination  date  is  what 
really  continues  it. 

The  Chairman.  Yes;  I  see. 

Under  the  present  law,  we  have  simply  been  extending  from  year 
to  year  the  termination  date  of  the  tax;  is  that  correct? 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  think  we  have  been  extending  it  for  the 
full  period  of  the  extension  acts,  whatever  they  have  provided;  1  year 
recently,  3  years  earlier  than  that,  and  now  5  years  under  this  act. 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Granger.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Granger. 

Mr.  Granger.  As  I  understand,  Mr.  Secretary,  you  do  not  intend 
to  impose  any  acreage  quotas  now;  is  that  right? 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  think  that  would  be  a  statement  that  I 
would  not  want  to  make  at  this  time,  Mr.  Granger. 

If  I  were  asked  about  it  today,  I  would  say  that  we  would  not 
intend  to  have  acreage  limitations  soon.  What  the  conditions  might 
be  at  the  time  when  there  would  be  a  proper  proclamation  of  im¬ 
position  of  quotas,  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Granger.  I  was  just  wondering  this:  Suppose  there  are  new 
areas  that  come  in  that  produce  sugar-beet  acreage,  and  then  it 
becomes  necessary  to  impose  acreage  quotas,  who  is  going  to  do  that? 

Secretary  Anderson.  They  will  be  automatical^  imposed  unless 
they  are  suspended  by  the  President.  We  would  know  by  December 
for  example — which  is  the  time  when  you  know  what  the  beet  crop 
is  likely  to  be — we  would  know  by  that  time  whether  there  had  been 
such  an  upturn  in  domestic  and  other  production  that  it  would  be 
necessary  to  put  on  quotas  for  the  next  year;  and  if  the  size  of  the 
beet  crop  and  other  crops  showed  a  large  sugar  production  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  consumption  estimate,  then  automatically  you  would  pro¬ 
claim  quotas  for  the  coming  year. 

I  only  say  to  you  that  in  view  of  the  present  situation  I  do  not 
think  that  we  would  want  to  make  any  commitment,  but  right  now, 
if  1  were  to  answer,  I  would  say  that  they  would  not  be  likely. 

Mr.  Granger.  What  will  be  the  date  of  your  estimates  of  the 
approximate  consumption  ? 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  194S 


21 


Secretary  Anderson.  As  I  say,  I  think  it  would  come  after  the 
total  amount  of  the  present  beet  or  cane  production  was  reasonably 
well  known  and  that  probably  would  be  in  December. 

Mr.  Granger.  That  would  be  the  time  when  you  pretty  well  know 
what  the  production  is  going  to  be? 

You  know  that  by  that  time? 

Secretary  Anderson.  Yes.  Under  the  present  act.  for  example, 
that  is  done  in  the  first  10  days  of  December,  if  they  are  going  to  be 
suspended,  because  you  have  a  full  knowledge  of  the  crop  by  that  time. 

Mr.  Granger.  Then,  did  I  understand  that  the  matter  of  this  and 
related  things  that  are  carried  in  the  act  of  1937  are  only  going  to  be 
a  recommendation  of  the  Secretary  hereafter? 

Secretary  Anderson.  Yes;  that  is  what  is  provided  in  this  bill. 
The  problem  of  going  out  and  trying  to  determine  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  what  is  a  fair  wage  scale  in 
every  part  of  the  country  is  an  extremely  complex  one,  and  we  have 
not  been  too  well  satisfied  that  we  have  had  sufficient  information  to 
do  a  job  fairly  on  it. 

The  Department  as  such  is  not  insistent  upon  this,  and  I  do  not 
know  that  the  domestic  producers  are. 

Mr.  Granger.  Have  you  ever  had  to  exercise  any  authority  in  that 
regard  heretofore  ? 

Secretary  Anderson.  We  did  it  right  along;  it  appeared  to  me  to 
be  more  or  less  a  function  that  had  not  been  fully  satisfactory  by  the 
mere  fact  that  we  do  not  have  a  sufficient  knowledge  of  conditions  and 
that  the  law  of  supply  and  demand  in  agricultural  labor  changes. 
There  is  a  great  shortage  of  it  in  one  area  at  a  certain  time  and  no 
shortage  in  another  place,  and  thus  far  we  think  it  is  pretty  well  taken 
care  or. 

Mi-.  Granger.  There  has  not  been  any  difficulty  between  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  the  growers  as  to  that,  as  a  matter  of  wages,  heretofore? 

Secretary  Anderson.  No;  there  has  not. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Those  provisions  are  eliminated  from  this  bill,  as 
I  understand  it. 

Secretary  Anderson.  Yes,  they  are. 

Mr.  Andresen.  So  that  as  far  as  wages,  medical  care,  and  all  that, 
are  concerned,  that  is  not  part  of  this  program? 

Secretary  Anderson.  That  is  not. 

Mr.  Granger.  You  can  make  a  recommendation. 

Mr.  Andresen.  The  recommendation,  of  course,  is  not  binding. 

Mr.  Granger.  That  is  what  I  was  trying  to  say.  It  is  not  binding 
but  they  can  make  it. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  not  had  a  chance  to  compare 
it  but  as  I  understand  it,  the  rates  of  payments  to  the  growers  are 
the  same  as  in  the  present  law. 

Secretary  Anderson.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions  of  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  would  like  to  go  into  the  question  of  curtailing 
production.  I  know  it  is  not  anticipated  that  it  would  be  necessary 
to  limit  production  but  as  the  Secretary  knows,  we  will  have  a  problem 
on  our  hands  in  certain  areas  where  they  are  producing  wheat  at  the 
present  time,  which  land  is  excellent  for  sugar-beet  production,  and  the 
time  may  come  when  you  may  want  to  improve  production  on  a  deficit 
crop  in  this  country. 
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Now,  do  you  anticipate  that  we  are  going  to  have  a  situation  of  that 
kind  during  tti6  5-year  period  ahead  of  us  when  this  bill  will  be  m 
operation? 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  recognize  that  it  is  a  matter  ot  judgment  m 
which  I  may  not  be  too  expert  as  a  witness  but  I  do  think  that  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar  beets  is  a  sort  of  technical  business  and  that  not  every 
farmer  wants  to  get  into  it  and  th$t  not  every  community  wants  to  go 
into  the  growing  of  sugar  beets.  .  . 

In  the  first  place,  you  have  to  be  close  to  the  processing  facilities. 
We  tried  for  a  long  time  to  develop  during  this  war  period  an  extra 
production  of  sugar  beets  in  a  section  of  the  Imperial  Valley  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  where  it  seemed  possible  to  make  an  immediate  planting  at  a 
certain  season  of  the  year  and  get  an  extra  large  harvest  but  we  were 
immediately  confronted  with  a  problem  of  trying  to  find  a  place  where 
those  beets  could  be  processed.  We  had  to  ship  them  out  of  the  area 
and  it  was  hot  weather  and  we  felt  that  it  was  not  a  good  gamble  in 
trying  to  plant  them  there. 

As  a  result  of  that  experience  and  a  good  many  discussions  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  sugar-beet  acreage  is  not  likely  to 
increase  tremendously.  It  is  a  costly  business  to  get  into  and  a  farmer 
who  does  not  know  how  to  do  it  does  not  generally  get  into  it  too 
greatly,  so  that  I  do  not  think  that  immediately,  at  least,  there  is  going 
to  be  any  necessity  for  limitations  and  acreage  controls. 

If.  of  course,  it  does  become  necessary  to  do  it,  the  Depai’tment  would 
not  hesitate  at  all  to  put  these  controls’ in. 

Mr.  Andresen.  We  really  should  not  encourage  deficit  production 
in  this  country,  if  we  have  the  land  to  produce  a  crop  which  is  needed 
in  the  United  States. 

Secretary  Anderson.  That  opens  a  very  large  field  as  to  whether 
or  not  it  is’ desirable  as  a  national  policy  to  put  in  the  very  thing  that 
that  bill  provides,  some  sort  of  limitation  on  the  total  amount  of  sugar 
crop  at  a  very  liberal  figure  in  this  country  and  then  try  to  encourage 
the  expansion  of  sugarcane  growing  in  Cuba.  After  all,  the  contract 
that  we  made  with  the  Cuban  Government  a  year  ago  for  that  year- 
called  for  the  expenditure  of  roughly  $450,000,000  for  Cuban  sugar 
this  year  but  of  that  $450,000,000,  there  come  back  to  the  United  States 
a  considerable  sum  for  rice,  wheat  flour,  lard,  and  other  products. 
The  Cuban  people  and  the  Cuban  Government  are  very  large  pur¬ 
chasers  of  our  own  agricultural  produce  and  it  seemed  a  very  desirable 
arrangement  to  grow  sugarcane  in  a  country  that  was  very  naturally 
adapted  to  it,  where  the  expansion  of  the  industry  could  be  quick. 

If  you  got  to  a  point  where  you  needed  a  large  production  and  your 
own  acreage  might  need  to  be  devoted  to  something  else,  and  where 
that  country  that  did  the  expanding  was  a  large  market  for  our  own 
agricultural  products,  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  more  desirable  to 
grow  more  sugar  beets  in  the  United  States  or  not.  I  do  feel  there  is 
some  great  advantage  in  growing  these  excess  crops  for  Cuba.  That 
is  a  very  good  market  for  agricultural  products,  such  as  wheat,  rice, 
and  lard. 

Mr.  Andresen.  The  Secretary  knows  that  quite  a  few  of  our  sugar- 
beet  plants  closed  down  and  are  still  closed  down.  I  think  there  are 
some  through  Ohio  that  have  stopped  production.  But  I  feel  that  the 
time  will  come  when  we  must  recognize  that  we  will  not  be  able  to 
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produce  and  sell  1,400,000,000  bushels  of  wheat,  and  I  also  recognize 
that  in  the  western  areas,  where  the  reclamation  projects  are  being 
undertaken,  new  land  will  be  developed  that  will  have  large  yields,  and 
people  will  want  to  plant  something  in  addition  to  lettuce  and  some  of 
those  garden  crops. 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  think  there  may  be  increases  in  plantings 
in  some  areas  but  I  do  think  the  figure  carried  in  this  bill  is  a  very 
fair  figure  for  the  next  5  years. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  want  to  ask  you  a  question  about 
section  409,  which  provides  for  the  suspension  of  the  provisions  of  title 
II.  Now,  the  present  law,  as  I  understand  it,  authorizes  suspension  of 
titles  II  or  III  or  both. 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  think  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  are  in  a  tech¬ 
nical  provision  where  my  answer  would  not  be  very  good. 

What  was  the  question  ? 

The  Chairman.  The  provision  of  section  409  of  this  committee  print 
authorizes  the  suspension  of  all  the  provisions  of  title  II,  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  print. 

Now,  under  existing  law,  as  I  understand  it,  there  is  authority  for 
suspending  the  provisions  of  both  titles  II  and  III.  In  other  words, 
both  quotas  and  payments. 

Secretary  Anderson.  Would  you  allow  Mr.  Marshall,  the  head  of 
the  Sugar  Branch,  to  answer  the  question,  Mr.  Chairman? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  authority  to  suspend  title  III 
has  never  been  used.  The  Department  has  no  particular  objection  to 
the  provision  as  it  is  or  to  leaving  it  in  the  way  it  was  before.  If  there 
should  be  some  occasion  on  which  that  title  should  be  suspended,  I 
think  the  Department  would  like  a  little  guidance,  perhaps,  as  to 
under  what  circumstances  it  should  be  suspended,  because  it  never  has 
been  before.  There  has  been  some  question  raised  about  it,  as  you  per¬ 
haps  remember,  last  year,  in  connection  with  the  appropriation  for  the 
Sugar  Act.  There  was  a  question  as  to  whether  there  should  be  some 
clearer  authority  for  suspending  title  III  if  the  price  of  sugar  should 
go  to  some  high  level. 

I  think  we  have  no  strong  feeling  on  it  either  way  but  I  believe  the 
Secretary  would  like  a  little  guidance  as  to  under  what  kinds  of  cir¬ 
cumstances  the  Congress  might  think  it  should  consider  suspending 
the  payment. 

The  Chairman.  My  question  was  simply  for  information. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes,  I  understand. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  gone  through  this  bill  rather  hurriedly 
and  there  has  been  no  opportunity  to  compare  it  with  previous  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  simply  want  to  be  sure  that  1  understood  what  the  provision 
was,  and  what  it  covered. 

Are  there  any  further  questions  of  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  Pace.  I  have  just  one  question. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Pace. 

.  Mr.  P  ace.  Mr.  Secretary,  this  is  for  information,  as  I  am  not  too 
familiar  with  the  methods  of  acreage  allotments  and  beet-sugar 
production  but  on  a  reading  of  section  302,  which  I  presume  is  a  re¬ 
enactment  of  the  present  law,  it  appears  that  no  such  thing  as  a  his¬ 
torical  base  is  used  in  making  allotments,  but  that  that  is  left  entirely 
up  to  your  determination. 
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Secretary  Anderson.  I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  Mr.  Kemp  to  answer 
that.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  the  specific  language  or  what 
the  drafters  had  in  mind. 

Mr.  Kemp.  Mr.  Pace,  I  think,  sir,  you  should  look  at  section  302  (b) , 
which  determines  the  standards  which  the  Secretary  shall  take  into 
account  in  determining  the  proportionate  shares  which  are  acreage 
allotments;  and  there  you  will  see  that  among  the  standards  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  take  into  consideration  the  past  production  on  the  farm, 
the  ability  to  produce,  and  insofar  as  practicable — 

he  shall  protect  the  interests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the 
interests  of  producers  who  are  cash  tenants  or  share  tenants,  adherent  planters, 
and  share  croppers. 

Mr.  Pace.  Yes;  I  was  familiar  with  that. 

Of  course,  most  quota  laws  do  set  up  certain  definite  standards  to 
guide  the  Secretary  but  it  seems  here  that  while  those  things  are  ele¬ 
ments  that  he  should  consider,  it  is  largely  a  matter  of  discretion. 

Mr.  Kemp.  I  think  so,  and  I  think  I  may  say,  sir,  that  there  are  so 
many  shades  of  opinion  among  the  industry  and  there  has  been  so 
much  discussion  about  this  that  we  more  or  less  made  up  our  minds 
that  it  would  be  impossible  to  agree  upon  any  precise  and  specific 
standards,  so  that  we  have  felt  that  we  almost  had  to  leave  that  to  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  under  these  broad  rules,  that  the  old  bill 
contained. 

Mr.  Pace.  At  the  same  time,  the  Secretary  is  going  to  have  to  arrive 
at  a  standard. 

Mr.  Kemp.  I  know  it.  We  hope  that  he  may  be  able  to  do  a  better 
job  than  we  can  among  ourselves. 

Mr.  Pace.  I  understand  this  language  is  acceptable  to  the  pro¬ 
ducers. 

Mr.  Kemp.  Yes;  because  no  one  feels  that  the  language  that  would 
suit  his  particular  circumstances  and  his  hopes  would  be  accepted  by 
everyone  else,  so  that  there  is  hardly  any  alternative. 

Mr.  Pace.  Is  this  the  same  language  as  was  used  when  you  did 
have  quotas? 

Mr.  Kemp.  It  is  identical. 

Secretary  Anderson.  May  I  ask,  how  did  you  get  along,  then,  with 
those  quotas?  Were  you  satisfied  reasonably  well? 

Mr.  Kemp.  It  is  a  very  difficult  job.  In  two  or  three  of  the  areas, 
they  felt  that  the  regulations  were  pretty  fair.  In  others,  individual 
groups  felt  that  more  weight  could  have  been  given  to  one  thing  than 
to  another. 

I  think,  sir,  that  everyone  still  has  the  option  to  present  to  the 
Secretary  the  rules  and  weightings  which  should  be  taken  into  ac¬ 
count  by  him  in  determining  these  standards. 

The  Chairman.  In  connection  with  that,  just  where  does  this  leave 
a  new  grower  ? 

Mr.  Pace.  That  is  on  page  22,  at  the  bottom. 

Secretary  Anderson.  It  does  say  that  the  Secretary  shall  take  into 
consideration  these  factors  and  shall  protect  insofar  as  practical  a 
new  grower. 

The  Chairman.  Is  that  the  same  language  that  we  have  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  ? 
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Secretary  Anderson.  That  is  the  same  language. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Poage  has  a  question. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  want  to  ask  a  question  right  along  the  line  as  to  this 
referendum.  There  is  no  provision  that  I  find  in  the  bill  for  a  refer¬ 
endum.  You  said  you  have  to  know  by  December,  I  believe,  and  that 
is  the  same  date  on  which  we  have  to  hold  a  cotton  referendum. 

Secretary  Anderson.  There  is  no  referendum  to  this. 

Mr.  Poage.  In  other  words,  the  question  of  whether  you  are  going 
to  have  any  allotments  is  purely  up  to  you,  and  nobody  else  ? 

Secretary  Anderson.  In  connection  with  the  available  supply  and 
the  probable  consumption. 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes.  Then  is  there  any  actual  procedure  set  out  as 
there  is  in  the  case  of  basic  commodities? 

Secretary  Anderson.  No;  because  there  you  fail  to  get  a  support 
price  if  you  do  not  vote  for  the  referendum  and  that  is  not  possible 
under  this  bill. 

Mr.  Poage.  There  is  no  penalty  here  ? 

Secretary  Anderson.  No. 

Mr.  Poage.  Of  course,  there  is  no  determination  left  in  the  hands  of 
the  producers. 

This  legislation,  then,  varies  fundamentally  from  all  of  our  other 
crop  legislation  in  that  there  is  no  pretense  of  democracy  about  it.  It 
is  purely  a  matter  that  Congress  must  decide  and  then  the  Secretary 
must  carry  out. 

Secretary  Anderson.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  then  it  varies  radically  from  all  other  crop  legisla¬ 
tion  in  that  we  pay  a  subsidy  to  the  producer,  presumably,  I  suppose, 
on  the  theory  that  we  want  to  have  sugar  produced  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  there? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Andresen.  That  was  necessary  because  the  duty  was  cut  on 
sugar  and  something  had  to  be  done.  Otherwise,  the  sugar-beet  grow¬ 
ers  would  be  put  out  of  business  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Poage.  All  right.  Then  I  say  presumably  we  pay  this  subsidy 
because  it  is  desirable  to  have  sugar  produced  in  the  United  States. 
That  is  the  reason  for  paying  the  subsidy ;  is  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Andresen.  Whatever  you  call  it — if  you  call  it  a  subsidy;  I 
suppose  you  can  call  it  a  subsidy. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  do  not  know  what  else  I  can  call  it  and  the  reason 
we  pay  it  is  that  it  is  desirable  to  have  sugar  grown  in  the  United 
States. 

Secretary  Anderson.  The  reason,  I  presume,  for  paying  that  is  to 
pay  the  growers  for  cooperating  with  the  legislation  and  following 
its  provisions. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  right.  But  there  would  be  no  reason  for  the 
United  States  Government  paying  a  subsidy  on  sugar  produced  outside 
the  United  States. 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  still  say,  I  think  it  is  a  payment  for  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  act,  for  keeping  your  production  in  conformity  with 
the  allotments  that  are  made. 

Mr.  Poage.  Of  course,  that  is  all  any  of  these  payments  are.  They 
are  for  compliance  with  the  acts  But  surely  we  are  not  paying  this 
simply  because  we  want  sugar  produced  somewhere  else? 
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Secretary  Anderson.  No. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  are  paying  it  because  we  want  it  to  be  produced  in 
the  United  States. 

Then  we  limit  the  amount  that  can  be  produced  in  the  United  States. 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  think  it  is  not  precisely  defined  as  a  subsidy 
to  produce  sugar  in  the  United  States.  It  is  a  payment  for  compli¬ 
ance,  of  living  within  the  act.  And  that  act  contemplates  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar  in  the  United  States  in  harmony  with  production  of 
sugar  in  various  other  areas  that  contribute  to  the  pool,  and  if  they 
stay  within  the  limit,  they  receive  a  payment  for  it,  not  necessarily  a 
subsidy  for  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  Surely,  neither  the  Appropriations  Committee  nor  this 
Congress  as  a  whole  could  be  justified  in  simply  taxing  the  people  to 
raise  money - 

Secretary  Anderson.  Well — — 

Mr.  Poage.  Oh,  yes;  you  put  a  tax  on  sugar.  I  understand  that. 
And,  of  course,  when  I  buy  sugar,  it  is  part  of  the  cost. 

There  cannot  be  any  justification  that  I  can  see  for  simply  putting 
a  tax  on  anybody,  even  if  you  did  not  put  it  on  but  three  people, 
simply  in  order  to  pay  somebody  because  he  does  a  thing  that  complies 
with  the  wording  of  an  act  of  Congress,  unless  you  are  interested  in  the 
act  itself. 

Now,  you  are  saying  that  the  only  reason  that  we  are  paying  this 
money  out  is  that  people  go  through  the  rigmarole  of  doing  what  the 
act  says. 

Basically  there  must  be  some  reason  for  the  act;  basically  it  is 
because  we  want  sugar  grown  in  the  United  States? 

Secretary  Anderson.  No;  it  is  because  you  want  sugar  grown  in 
the  United  States  in  conformity  with  a  pattern  and  that  pattern  is 
that  so  much  shall  be  produced  in  the  Philippines;  so  much  in  Hawaii ; 
so  much  in  Puerto  Rico;  and  so  much  in  Cuba;  and  so  much  in  beets, 
and  so  much  in  continental  cane. 

Now,  if  you  stay  within  that  pattern,  then  there  is  a  payment  to 
the  grower. 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes,  if  you  grow  it  on  the  west  side  of  the  Methodist 
Church  House  and  harvest  it  between  7 : 30  a.  m.  and  noon,  we  will 
pay  you ;  but  if  it  happens  to  be  south  of  a  certain  line,  we  will  not  pay 
you. 

Secretary  Anderson.  No;  it  is  hard  to  get  a  situation  like  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  It  seems  to  me  that  they  got  these  provisions  out  of 
somebody's  accident  insurance  policy. 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  only  know  that  they  have  been  in  operation 
lor  a  long  time  fairly  satisfactorily.  I  did  not  write  them.  I  think 
they  have  done  a  reasonably  good  job  in  regulating  them. 

Mr.  Poage.  There  is  no  question  of  that.  But  I  would  just  like  to 
bring  the  fundamentals  that  are  involved  out  in  the  open  and  let  us 
discuss  them.  There  are  some  fundamentals  involved  here,  and  they 
are  that  sugar  growers  of  the  United  States  want  the  American  market. 

Now,  that  is  a  thing  that  I  do  not  see  anybody  needs  apologize  about. 
A  lot  of  other  people  feel  the  same  way.  We  just  passed  legislation 
here  with  wool  growers,  to  try  and  see  that  they  get  some  American 
markets,  and  we  did  not  cover  it  up  even  in  that  case,  as  much  as 
everybody  tried  to.  We  at  least  admitted  that  we  were  trying  to  give 
the  American  producers  the  American  market. 
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Now,  we  are  trying  here  to  give  the  American  producers  of  sugar 
a  special  payment  in  order  that  they  can  stay  in  the  American  market ; 
in  order  that  they  can  produce  sugar  in  the  United  States.  So  far  it 
makes  perfect  sense,  whether  you  think  it  wise  or  not.  But  then  when 
you  come  to  the  point  where  you  say,  “Yes,  we  want  to  pay  you,  because 
we  want  this  sugar  grown  in  the  United  States,”  then  you  turn  around 
in  the  next  paragraph  and  say,  “But  if  you  do  what  we  want,  and  if 
you  do  too  much  of  it,  or  if  you  have  not  been  producing  sugar  in  the 
past,  even  though  you  want  to  produce  sugar  in  the  United  States,  we 
tell  you  we  will  penalize  you.” 

Mr.  Andresen.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  through. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  simply  say  that  if  this  act  failed  to  pass  we  could 
put  sugar  under  section  22,  and  the  Secretary  or  the  President  could 
do  the  same  thing. 

Is  that  right,  Mr.  Secretary? 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  have  been  taught  that  I  must  always  consult 
my  lawyer  before  I  answer  what  goes  into  section  22. 

Mr.  Hill.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  say  this:  We  had  better  have  the 
Sugar  Act  and  put  it  under  section  202  and  get  into  the  trouble  we 
did  than  try  to  teach  the  Members  of  the  House  what  section  202 
does  or  would  do  for  the  farmers  of  America. 

We  had  better  have  these  acts  so  that  we  will  have  a  base  or 
foundation  to  stand  on. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Mr.  Secretary,  the  situation  is  a  little  different 
with  sugar  and  the  Sugar  Act  from  what  it  is  with  other  commodities, 
because  the  sugar-beet  processors  contract  for  acreage,  and  will  take 
the  acreage  contracted  for. 

So  if  there  are  farmers  who  produce  sugar  beets  who  do  not  have 
a  contract,  it  might  be  difficult  for  them  to  sell  their  sugar  beets  if  the 
processing  plant  could  not  handle  their  production.  That  is  correct, 
is  it  not? 

Secretary  Anderson.  That  is  very  correct. 

Mr.  Hill.  In  addition,  Mr.  Andresen,  they  not  only  make  a  contract 
with  the  grower  but  it  is  the  only  crop  I  know  of  on  which  a  grower 
is  guaranteed  a  certain  price  in  a  certain  place  where  he  will  deliver 
that  crop  if  he  plants  it. 

Now,  do  you  know  of  any  other  crop  actually  of  national  importance 
that  meets  those  requirements?  I  know  of  none.  There  may  be  some 
minor  crops.  But  the  farmer  knows  when  he  gets  sugar  beet  seed. 

If  you  ask  the  farmer  where  he  gets  sugar-beet  seed,  he  will  tell 
you.  He  does  not  go  out  in  the  open  market  and  buy  sugar-beet  seed. 
He  gets  the  seed  from  the  companies,  and  then  he  knows  when  he 
plants  that,  if  he  does  certain  things  in  the  fall,  he  will  get  a  certain 
price  for  his  beets  if  they  meet  a  certain  sugar  content. 

Those  are  important  elements  to  consider,  because  sugar  certainly 
does  not  follow  in  the  same  type  and  line  of  production  as  wheat  or 
many  other  of  our  great  agricultural  products. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  we  thank  you  very  much  for  this 
statement.  I  think  you  should  also  be  congratulated  for  doing  what 
a  few  weeks  ago  certainly  seemed  to  be  impossible,  and  that  is  to 
work  out  the  details  of  sugar  legislation  at  the  present  time. 

Secretary  Anderson.  I  think  I  should  congratulate  the  domestic 
producers  principally  on  their  ability  to  get  together. 
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The  Chairman.  I  am  sure  there  has  been  a  fine  spirit  of  coopera¬ 
tion  all  the  way  around,  and  I  think,  as  I  told  yon  earlier  this  year 
when  you  suggested  wre  should  have  new  legislation,  that  while  I 
agreed"  with  the  idea,  I  doubted  very  much  whether  we  would  have 
time  to  work  out  the  details  of  that  legislation  this  year. 

So  I  am  frank  to  say  I  am  very  much  surprised,  and  very  agreeably 
surprised,  that  that  has  been  accomplished. 

The  Chair  understands  that  the  various  areas  and  segments  of  the 
industry  have  selected  Mr.  Kemp  to  speak  for  them. 

We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  at  this  time,  Mr.  Kemp. 

STATEMENT  OF  FRANK  A.  KEMP,  CHAIRMAN,  EXECUTIVE 

COMMITTEE.  AMERICAN  SUGAR  BEET  INDUSTRY  POLICY 

COMMITTEE 

Mr.  Kemp.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentleman  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  Frank  A.  Kemp.  I  live  in  Colorado,  and  am  chairman  of  the 
executive  committee  of  the  American  Sugar  Beet  Industry  Policy 
Committee. 

You  will  understand  the  deep  sense  of  responsibility  which  I  feel, 
because  at  their  request  I  appear  as  a  single  witness  on  the  bill  before 
3rou  on  behalf  of  all  five  of  the  great  domestic  sugar  producing  and 
refining  groups:  Sugarcane  growers  and  processors  of  the  mainland 
sugarcane  States  of  Louisiana  and  Florida ;  the  sugar  beet  growers 
and  processors  in  the  States  from  Michigan  and  Ohio  to  the  Pacific 
coast;  the  Porto  Rican  Sugar  Producers  Association;  the  Hawaiian 
Sugar  Planters  Association;  and  the  United  States  Cane  Sugar  Re¬ 
finers  Association,  comprising  the  majority  of  the  refiners  of  cane 
sugar  in  the  coastal  cities  from  Massachusetts  to  Texas. 

I  can  also  say,  because  of  the  safeguards  included  in  this  bill  and  the 
experience  over  the  years  in  which  quota  legislation  has  been  in  effect, 
that  I  can  appear  as  well  on  behalf  of  the  great  body  of  American 
consumers. 

The  chairman  and  other  members  of  this  committee  have  been  present 
at  hearings  on  other  sugar  bills. 

Quota  legislation  is  restrictive;  that  is  the  essence  of  quota  legisla¬ 
tion.  It  makes  for  restriction  and  limitations  upon  everyone.  And 
no  one  likes  limitations  or  restrictions. 

In  the  old  days,  in  the  hearings  that  have  been  held  on  sugar  legisla¬ 
tion  before  this  committee,  it  seemed  incumbent  upon  all  of  the  groups 
and  all  of  the  segments  of  the  groups  to  appear  here  and  state  their 
claims  and  aspirations. 

I  saw  a  report  of  a  hearing  before  this  committee  in  1937,  which  I 
think  was  200  pages  long,  listing  the  testimony  of  various  people  rep¬ 
resenting  the  large  and  small  segments  of  the  various  American  sugar 
groups.  1  ou  will  appreciate,  I  know,  that  the  joint  endorsement  and 
the  common  approval  of  all  five  competitive  sugar  groups,  taken  to¬ 
gether  with  the  support  and  endorsement  of  this  bill  recorded  here  this 
morning  for  the  administration  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  is  not 
less  than  a  legislative  miracle. 

I  he  result  as  expressed  in  the  draft  of  the  bill  before  you  represents 
first  a  real  sense  of  responsibility  to  the  consuming  public  and  an  inten¬ 
sion  that  fairness  and  good  judgment  both  should  prevail  over  the  re- 
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lations  among  and  between  all  of  the  areas  supplying  sugar  to  the 
American  market. 

There  is  no  single  American  group  that  feels  that  the  bill  fully  recog¬ 
nizes  its  just  rights.  The  bill  has  been  built  by  a  succession  of  sacri¬ 
fices  of  earnest  claims,  compromises,  and  surrenders  by  each  interest. 
To  a  very  considerable  extent  it  has  been  based  on  assumptions  of 
future  results,  which  no  man  can  predict  accurately. 

Yet  all  are  willing  to  take  their  risks  under  the  bill.  Time  alone 
will  tell  whether  the  risks  are  evenly  divided. 

Quota  control  of  the  sugar  industry  has  been  in  effect  since  1934. 
It  was  first  enacted  at  a  time  when  the  industry,  both  here  and  in  the 
foreign  areas  supplying  our  market,  was  prostrate.  It  made  for 
stabilization  of  production  and  assured  ample  supplies  at  prices  to 
the  consumers  that  were  below  any  possible  criticism. 

The  existing  legislation  expires  next  December  31. 

Three  months  ago  the  industry  believed  that  only  an  extension 
of  the  present  act  was  possible.  Secretary  Anderson  has  referred  to 
the  provision  in  the  Cuban  contract,  which  seemed  to  give  Cuba  a 
right  to  cancel  the  sale  of  their  1947  sugar  to  this  country  in  the  event 
legislation  deemed  by  Cuba  to  be  detrimental  to  it  was  enacted  in 
respect  to  the  future  market  in  this  country. 

Beyond  that,  we  were,  up  to  relatively  few  weeks  ago,  proceeding 
in  a  period  of  recognized  short  supply,  or  assumed  short  supply. 
Agreement  among  the  groups  or  with  the  administration  seemed  im¬ 
possible.  The  Congress  was  struggling  with  a  heavy  legislative 
schedule. 

More  recently  we  have  witnessed  proof  of  a  substantial  increase 
in  sugar  supplies  for  this  year  and  some  slowing  down  in  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  sugar  in  this  country.  We  can  anticipate  production  in 
1948  in  what  you  might  term  the  dollar  countries  of  a  very  large  total 
sugar  supply,  and  it  begins  to  look  as  if  there  might  not  be  many 
dollars  in  Eurojie  with  which  to  help  purchase  that  production. 

Secretary  Anderson  has  told  you  of  his  views  that  legislation  should 
be  written  this  year,  and  of  his  insistence  that  some  effort  be  made 
to  compromise  the  views  of  the  domestic  groups.  That  this  was 
reached  only  yesterday  in  full  explains  the  delay  in  presenting  this 
bill  to  you. 

Secretary  Anderson  also  pointed  out  that  the  present  act  will  not 
work  next  year,  because,  since  the  time  of  its  enactment,  conditions 
have  changed,  particularly  in  respect  to  the  productive  capacity  and 
ability  of  the  Philippine  industry,  so  that  the  provisions  in  the  present 
act,  giving,  as  they  do,  the  entire  Philippine  deficit  to  full-duty  coun¬ 
tries,  do  not  permit  of  the  reestablishment  of  quotas  that  will  work. 

The  most  troublesome  thing  about  sugar  legislation  is  the  deter¬ 
mination  of  quotas  and  the  division  between  the  various  sugar  areas 
of  the  American  market. 

When  the  domestic  groups  undertook  to  attempt  to  solve  that,  it 
seemed  to  them  that  some  new  approach  was  necessary,  that  if  we 
merely  took  the  old  percentage  figures  in  the  1937  act  and  sought  to 
adjust  them  in  some  way  to  the  individual  hopes  of  each  group,  we 
would  never  get  any  place. 

So  a  completely  new  approach  is  included  in  this  bill.  It  gives 
to  each  of  the  domestic  areas  a  fixed  and  definite  quota  in  an  amount 
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representing  roughly  a  fairly  high  level  of  consumption  plus  some 
consideration  for  the  reduction  in  the  Philippine  quota  resulting 
from  the  passage  of  the  Bell  bill  last  year  and  from  some  distribution 
of  that  reduction  among  the  domestic  areas. 

In  effect,  the  domestic  areas  became  preferred  stockholders  in  the 
quota  to  the  extent  of  the  quantity  specified  for  each.  Again,  in 
effect,  Cuba  becomes  the  common  stockholder,  taking  all  of  the 
Philippine  deficit  and  sharing  with  domestic  areas  any  domestic 
deficit  that  results.  The  Cuban  production  is  on  a  very  high  level. 

Through  giving  Cuba  the  Philippine  deficit,  with  the  possibility 
of  high  consumption  in  this  country,  the  thought  has  been  that  it 
will  help  Cuba  to  get  down  to  the  level  of  postwar  production  that 
will  satisfy  the  fair  market  for  her  sugar. 

The  approach  in  this  bill  has  been  to  reenact  quota  legislation,  to 
provide  for  the  establishment  of  quotas,  but  to  give  the  President 
the  precise  power  that  he  has  under  the  old  act  to  suspend  the  quotas 
if  in  his  judgment  quotas  should  not  be  applied. 

I  may  also  point  out  to  you  that  not  only  has  the  President  the 
right  to  suspend  quotas,  but  that  quotas  will  work  next  year  without 
suspension  because  this  bill  is  so  framed  that  every  pound  of  sugar 
that  can  come  into  this  country  and  may  be  needed  by  American  con¬ 
sumers  can  come  here  under  established  quotas  under  this  act. 

In  many  other  particulars  the  bill  follows  the  general  pattern  of 
the  present  act.  I  shall  not  undertake  to  review  those  unless  members 
of  the  committee  would  like  to  ask  questions  about  some  particular 
section. 

The  bill  runs  for  5  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  our  understanding  that  the  provisions  with 
respect  to  the  tax  have  become  incorporated  in  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code.  Hence,  it  is  not  necessary  to  renew  them  in  this  act,  but 
merely  to  provide  for  a  new  date  of  termination. 

In  respect  to  the  question  asked  as  to  why  this  bill  permits  only 
the  suspension  of  title  II  and  not  titles  II  and  III.  title  III  concerns 
payments.  Those  payments  in  large  part  merely  equal  the  tax  which 
is  levied  upon  the  sugar  produced  by  the  people  who  receive  the 
payments. 

It  is  an  exceedingly  difficult  thing  mechanically  to  provide  for  the 
abatement  of  the  tax.  It  is  levied  by  this  act  on  the  manufacture 
of  sugar.  Hence,  it  is  the  general  view,  which  I  think  has  been  at 
least  accepted  by  the  Department,  that  payments  should  not  be 
suspended  while  taxes  upon  that  sugar  are  still  enacted. 

I  shall  not,  in  my  own  outline,  presume  to  go  into  this  bill  in  any 
further  detail. 

Each  of  the  five  American  producing  and  refining  groups  have  in¬ 
structed  me  to  express  to  you  their  joint  and  separate  endorsement 
and  approval  of  the  bill,  and  the  hope  that,  in  view  of  the  short  pe¬ 
riod  remaining  until  the  end  of  the  session  and  the  accepted  need 
for  sugar  legislation,  it  will  receive  your  early  and  favorable  con¬ 
sideration. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Cooley  has  a  question,  Mr.  Kemp. 

Mr.  Cooley.  Mr.  Kemp,  what  is  the  amount  of  the  tax  on  sugar? 

Mr.  Kemp.  Sir,  I  cannot  give  you  the  total.  The  tax  is  50  cents 
a  hundred,  raw  value. 
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Mr.  Cooley.  Approximately  how  much  raw  value? 

Mr.  Kemp.  Could  I  ask  Mr.  Marshall  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  About  $70,000,000. 

Mr.  Kemp.  About  $70,000,000,  sir. 

Mr.  Cooley.  $70,000,000? 

Mr.  Kemp.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Cooley.  And  the  amount  of  that  is  paid  back  to  the  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  in  America? 

Mr.  Kemp.  Actually,  I  think,  the  Government  profits  to  the  extent 
of  about  $15,000,000. 

Mr.  Cooley.  I  have  one  other  question. 

What  about  the  Philippine  deficit?  What  does  that  amount  to? 

Mr.  Kemp.  We  are  not  certain  as  to  the  time  within  which  the  Philip¬ 
pine  industry  will  be  rehabilitated.  The  estimates  which  have  been 
made  by  the  consular  agents  of  the  State  Department  would  suggest 
that  in  1948  the  Philippine  quota  of  952,000  short  tons  established  by 
the  act  will  be  filled  only  to  the  extent  of  200,000  tons. 

Mr.  Cooley.  So  there  is  not  any  likelihood  that  the  Philippine  re¬ 
habilitation  progress  will  be  in  any  way  retarded  by  this  act? 

Mr.  Kemp.  Not  one  bit.  They  are  guaranteed  that  amount  of  sugar 
that  this  Congress  decided  they  should  have,  and  the  faster  they  make 
it  the  quicker  they  can  ship  it. 

Mr.  Pace.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  there? 

Mr.  Cooley.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Pace.  As  I  understand,  Cuba  will  have  an  opportunity  to  ad¬ 
just  its  production  down  while  the  Philippines  are  having  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  adjust  their  production  up. 

Mr.  Kemp.  To  build  back;  exactly.  And  we  hope  that  that  level 
will  be  attained  when  the  Philippine  industry  has  been  rehabilitated 
and  Cuba  has  had  an  opportunity  to  get  down  from  this  high  level 
of  production  which  she  has  reached  today. 

Mr.  Pace.  Now,  what  benefit,  if  any,  does  the  domestic  producer — 
namely,  the  cane  and  sugar-beet  producer — get  from  the  Philippine 
shortage  ? 

Mr.  Kemp.  None.  It  is  all  given  to  Cuba.  But  we  have  the  pre¬ 
ferred  right  to  the  quotas  stipulated,  regardless  of  consumption.  We 
do  not  need  a  deficit  unless  we  overproduce  those  quotas,  and  that  is 
for  them  to  do.  If  they  do,  you  will  undoubtedly  have  them  down 
here  again. 

Mr.  Cooley.  Is  Cuba  in  accord  with  the  provisions  of  this  act? 

Mr.  Kemp.  I  cannot  answer  that,  sir.  But  in  your  absence,  Mr. 
Cooley,  Secretary  Anderson  said  that  this  was  within  the  approval 
of  Interior,  Agriculture,  and,  I  think,  State. 

Mr.  Cooley.  Now,  you  say,  you  think  State.  That  is  what  I  am 
interested  in,  to  know  whether  or  not  the  State  Department  will  come 
up  with  any  objections  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  Kemp.  Sir,  I  am  just  a  beet-sugar  man.  I  think  you  ought  to 
ask  the  Secretary. 

I  think,  sir,  that  I  can  say  to  you  that  State  has  said  to  us  that  this 
was  all  right. 

Mr.  Cooley.  I  do  not  care  about  asking  the  Secretary.  But  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  chairman  feels  that  if  is  in  agreement  with  the 
administration,  and  I  guess  that  includes  the  State  Department. 
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Mr.  Pace.  I  have  one  question,  Mr.  Kemp. 

Sitting  beside  me  here  is  Mr.  Rogers,  a  distinguished  Representa¬ 
tive  from  Florida,  who  is,  of  course,  interested  in  the  welfare  of  the 
cane  producers  of  his  State.  Is  it  your  understanding  that  this  bill 
is  entirely  acceptable  to  the  producers  of  his  State? 

Mr.  Kemp.  Mr.  Pace,  I  have  heard  that  there  was  one  group  in 
Florida  who  did  not  participate  in  these  long  and  painful  delibera¬ 
tions  who  would  like  to  know  more  about  this. 

I  would  like  to  say  to  Congressman  Rogers  that  the  old  quota  of 
the  mainland  cane  area  has  been  increased  by  the  largest  percentage 
of  any  of  the  domestic  groups  in  this  bill. 

I  think  I  can  almost  guarantee  that  any  of  the  producers  of  Florida 
who  will  study  the  facts  and  be  aware  of  the  realities  will  feel  that 
the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  this  bill  outweigh  any  possible  objec¬ 
tions  they  might  have. 

Mr.  Pace.  And  they  have  been  given  the  most  substantial  increase 
of  any  under  the  bill  ? 

Mr.  Kemp.  They  have,  sir. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  have  just  one  question,  Mr.  Kemp. 

You  touched  on  some  claim  that  somebody  was  making  that  if 
sugar  legislation  was  enacted  this  year  the  Cubans  claim  they  had  a 
right  to  cancel  their  sales  contract  for  the  1947  crop. 

Will  you  elucidate  on  that  a  little? 

Mr.  Kemp.  Sir,  I  do  not  have  a  copy  of  that  contract  before  me. 
But  in  the  contract  under  which  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
bought  the  1947  Cuban  crop  there  was  a  paragraph  to  the  effect — 
and  I  am  relying  on  my  memory  now — that  the  Cubans  had  the  option 
to  cancel  that  contract  of  sales  in  the  event  legislation  deemed  by 
Cuba  to  be  unfavorable - 

Mr.  Cooley.  Detrimental. 

Mr.  Kemp.  Detrimental  was  enacted  during  the  time  of  the  sale 
or  marketing  of  that  sugar. 

Mr.  Andresen.  You  mean,  then,  simply  if  the  bill  was  enacted  or 
if  quotas  of  the  bill  were  put  into  operation  for  the  1947  crop? 

Mr.  Kemp.  Sir,  I  do  not  know  the  interpretation  which  the  Cubans 
placed  upon  that  paragraph  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
I  cannot  tell  you.  But  that  was  the  language  of  the  agreement. 

Mr.  Andresen.  You  understand,  Mr.  Kemp,  we  are  interested  in 
getting  an  abundant  supply  of  sugar  into  this  country  not  only  for 
this  year  but  also  for  the  years  to  come. 

Mr.  Kemp.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Andresen.  And  I  certainly  would  like  to  know  the  attitude 
of  the  Cubans  with  reference  to  this  measure. 

Mr.  Kemp.  I  think  this,  Mr.  Andresen.  It  is,  at  least  to  us,  most 
encouraging  that  this  bill  receives  the  approval  of  the  Department  of 
State,  because  I  assume- — in  fact,  I  know — that  they  have  been  in 
communication  with  the  Cubans. 

Now,  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  domestic  interests,  I  think  I 
may  say  this,  sir,  that  we  are  in  the  sugar  business.  To  the  extent 
that  the  sugar  business  is  upset  or  disturbed  for  any  reason,  it 
affects  the  interests  of  every  one  of  us. 

We  approached  this  on  the  insistence  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  with  a  determination  to  be  fair  to  Cuba.  And  the  complete 
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approval  that  lias  been  registered  here  is  the  best  proof  of  that  that 
I  know  of. 

Mr.  Andresen.  You  would  not  regard  the  proposed  bill,  as  far  as 
Cuba  is  concerned,  to  be  detrimental  to  Cuba? 

Mr.  Kemp.  No,  sir;  I  would  not. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Or  would  you  regard  it  as  in  any  manner  modify¬ 
ing  the  act  of  1937  so  that  it  would  be  detrimental? 

Mr.  Kemp.  On  the  contrary,  sir,  this  bill,  at  the  request  of  the 
State  Department,  contains  a  provision  that  if  things  should  work  out 
so  that  the  fixed  quotas  of  the  domestic  areas  would  leave  Cuba  a 
percentage  less  than  she  had  under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  do¬ 
mestic  quotas  would  be  reduced  so  as  to  build  up  Cuba’s  figure. 

Her  position  under  the  1937  act  has  been  maintained  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  have  here  a  provision  contained  in  the  contract. 
For  the  benefit  of  the  committee,  I  would  like  to  read  it.  I  quote 
from  article  VIII : 

In  the  event  that  the  United  States  of  America  should  enact  legislation  ex¬ 
tending,  modifying,  or  supplementing  the  Sugar  Act  of  1987  as  amended  in  a 
manner  detrimental  to  the  position  of  Cuba  as  a  future  supplier  of  sugar  to 
the  United  States  market,  then  and  in  that  event  all  provisions  of  this  con¬ 
tract  shall  at  the  option  of  the  institutor  become  null  and  void  as  to  the  por¬ 
tion  of  the  product  sold  hereunder  and  undelivered  at  the  time  of  such  cancel¬ 
lation. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  clause  a  simple  1-year  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1937  as  amended  is  determined  not  to  be  detrimental  legislation. 

So  they  have  agreed  to  the  1-year  extension. 

Mr.  Kemp.  But  as  Secretary  Anderson  pointed  out,  Mr.  Andresen, 
there  was  some  question  as  to  whether  this  meant  one  1-year  exten¬ 
sion  or  two.  We  have  had  one. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Is  the  Cuban  Government  in  accord  with  this 
legislation  ? 

Mr.  Kemp.  That  I  cannot  say,  Mr.  Flannagan.  I  can  only  say 
that  our  Department  of  State  has  indicated  that  in  its  four  corners 
the  bill  was  satisfactory. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  That  is  what  I  understood  from  the  Secretary, 
too. 

Mr.  Cooley.  With  the  safeguards  you  mentioned  a  moment  ago, 
Mr.  Kemp,  there  is  no  way  that  this  bill  could  be  deemed  detrimental 
to  the  interests  of  Cuba? 

Mr.  Kemp.  I  do  not  believe  so. 

Mr.  Pace.  And  the  State  Department  is  no  doubt  in  close  touch 
with  the  Cuban  Government  ? 

Mr.  Kemp.  I  would  think  so,  sir. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Mr.  Kemp,  I  have  just  one  other  question. 

I  understand  that  you  are  speaking  for  the  American  refiners  and 
producers. 

Mr.  Kemp.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Cooley.  What  is  your  own  company  ? 

Mr.  Kemp.  The  Great  Western  Sugar  Co.,  beet  sugar. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Clevenger  has  n  question. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  Mr.  Kemp,  I  think  most  of  us  would  agree  that 
Cuba,  lying  just  off  our  shore  in  a  geographical  position  with  a  short 
freight  haul,  would  be  in  a  position  of  advantage  in  supplying  this 
market. 
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I  am  thinking  now  of  the  Philippine  situation.  Just  across  in  her 
neighborhood  is  Formosa,  with  some  1,200,000  tons,  I  understand, 
practically  wiped  out. 

If  our  State  Department  could  facilitate  the  absorption  of  this 
Asiatic  deficit  in  the  Philippine  area,  with  a  short  freight  haul,  with 
the  same  advantage  that  Cuba  possesses  here,  this  might  well  result 
in  a  permanent  advantage  to  Cuba  over  the  years. 

Mr.  Kemp.  Absolutely,  sir. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  It  is  not  likely,  with  the  present  set-up  in  China, 
that  Formosa  is  going  to  be  reestablished  as  a  sugar  producer,  is  it? 

Mr.  Kemp.  I  doubt  it.  Mr.  Clevenger,  I  think  you  have  touched  on 
on  a  thing  that  is  very  close  to  the  hearts  of  all  the  sugar  people.  Most 
of  us,  except  for  this  war  period,  have  lived  at  a  time  when  there  was 
too  much  sugar  in  the  American  orbit,  and  our  problem  has  been  what 
to  do  with  it. 

We  have  enviously  regarded  the  great  market  in  the  east  as  a  place 
for  the  distribution  of  the  Philippine  and  Javan  sugar.  Today,  the 
Formosan  industry,  which  used  to  make  nearly  1,000,000  tons,  is  mak¬ 
ing  nothing. 

For  the  Javan  industry,  no  one  knows.  But  certainly  they  have 
produced  or  shipped  nothing  in  5  or  6  years. 

I  think  it  quite  possible  that  in  the  postwar  period  the  Philippines 
may  find  a  market  for  some  or  all  of  the  sugar  that  they  export  close 
to  home;  and  if  they  do,  I  think  that  is  in  the  interest  of  the  whole 
American  picture. 

Personally  I  would  much  rather  sugar  would  come  to  America  from 
the  Caribbean  than  from  way  off  in  Asia. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  We  might  help  these  two  wards  of  ours,  these  na¬ 
tions  which  we  created  and  in  which  we  are  vitally  interested  and  are 
spending  millions  to  improve.  We  might  help  both  of  them  in  that 
respect. 

Mr.  Kemp.  Indeed  we  might,  sir. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Cooley.  For  the  record,  do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Oxnard  is 
here  with  you  ? 

Mr.  Kemp.  I  am  sure  he  is,  sir. 

Mr.  Oxnard.  I  am,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  We  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Kemp. 

Is  Mr.  Nido,  representing  the  Farm  Bureau  Federation  in  Puerto 
Rico,  present? 

Mr.  Nido  has  asked  for  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  and  we  will 
hear  from  him  at  this  time. 

Will  you  state  whom  you  represent,  Mr.  Nido? 

STATEMENT  OE  PEDRO  NIDO,  PRESIDENT,  C0L0N0  SECTOR,  PORTO 

RICO  FARM  BUREAU,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  PORTO  RICO  FARM 

BUREAU 

Mr.  Nido.  My  name  is  Pedto  Nido.  I  am  vice  president  of  the 
Porto  Rico  Farm  Bureau  and  president  of  the  Colono  sector  of  the 
Farm  Bureau.  The  Colono  sector  is  the  independent  sugar  growers  of 
Puerto  Rico. 

We  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  processors.  We  are  producers  of 
sugarcane. 
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I  wish  to  express  to  the  chairman  and  members  of  the  committee  that 
2  hours  ago  when  I  arrived  on  the  plane  from  Puerto  Rico  I  had  no 
knowledge  of  this  bill,  and  have  had  only  that  period  of  time  in  which 
to  read  the  bill;  and  I  can  only  express  at  the  moment  certain  objec¬ 
tions  to  certain  specific  parts  of  the  bill  which  I  feel  are  detrimental 
to  Puerto  Rico  and  to  the  producers  of  sugarcane  of  the  island  of 
Puerto  Rico,  which  is  a  Territory  of  the  United  States,  and  a  domestic 
area. 

I  reserve  the  right,  if  such  right  can  be  granted  to  me  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  after  further  study  of  the  proposed  bill,  to  submit  a  brief  in 
writing  to  the  committee  expressing  the  points  of  view  of  the  organiza¬ 
tion  which  I  represent. 

Not  until  2  clays  ago  did  we  have  knowledge  in  Puerto  Rico  that 
such  action  was  to  be  taken  by  Congress.  And  only  yesterday  at  noon¬ 
time  through  a  cable  that  we  received  from  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  did  we  have  knowledge  that  this  hearing  would  take  place 
today. 

Therefore,  it  was  quite  difficult  for  me  to  prepare  a  written  state¬ 
ment,  since  I  did  not  have  a  complete  knowledge  of  the  facts. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Nido,  we  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  now, 
and  without  objection  you  may  file  a  written  statement  at  a  later  date. 
We  would  like  to  have  you  do  it  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  Nido.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  speak  a  little  louder?  Some  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  are  not  able  to  hear  you,  Mr.  Nido. 

Mr.  Nido.  I  beg  your  pardon. 

.  Our  main  objections  are  to  the  quotas  as  they  have  been  established 
under  the  proposed  bill.  We  notice  that  under  the  present  act,  taking 
as  a  basis  the  percentage  allotted  to  each  domestic  area,  domestic 
beets  would  have  41.27  percent;  mainland  cane  area,  11.31  percent; 
Hawaii,  25.25  percent;  Puerto  Rico,  21.48  percent;  and  Virgin  Islands, 
0.24  percent. 

Under  the  proposed  bill,  the  domestic  beets  would  have  42.17  per¬ 
cent;  the  mainland  cane  area,  11.71  percent;  Hawaii,  24.64  percent; 
Puerto  Rico,  21.32  percent,  and  Virgin  Islands,  0.14  percent. 

You  will  see  that  the  domestic  areas  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and 
the  Virgin  Islands  are  being  penalized  in  their  proportionate  share 
of  the  quota  on  the  basis  of  percentages,  if  you  compare  the  proposed 
legislation  and  the  proposed  set-up  with  regard  to  quotas  with  the 
present  act. 

We  are  also  opposed  in  this  respect.  We  feel  that  that  discrimina¬ 
tion  should  be  corrected  in  order  that  all  domestic  areas  will  be  treated 
equally  and  that  their  original  percentages  be  maintained  in  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  the  quota. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Will  you  permit  a  question? 

The  bill,  as  I  understand  it,  does  not  deal  in  percentages.  It  deals 
in  tons. 

Mr.  Nido.  Pardon  me  ? 

Mr.  Flannagan.  I  said  the  present  bill  does  not  deal  in  percentages, 
does  it  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  It  does  not.  But  when  you  calculate  the  fixed  quotas 
assigned  to  the  different  areas  under  the  four  million-and-some-ocld- 
tons  allocation,  the  percentages  come  out  arithmetically  in  this  form. 
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Mr.  Flannagan.  With  your  present  percentage  reduced  to  tons, 
how  much  does  that  amount  to? 

Mr.  Nido.  It  is  in  the  proposed  bill. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  You  have  910,000  tons  under  the  proposed  bill. 

Mr.  Nido.  Under  the  proposed  bill? 

Mr.  Flannagan.  910,000  tons. 

Mr.  Nido.  Under  the  proposed  bill  there  is  a  4,268,000  short  tons 
allocation. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Now,  the  bill  gives  Puerto  Rico  910,00)  tons. 

Mr.  Nido.  Yes. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  How  much  has  Puerto  Rico  got  today  in  tons  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  In  tons? 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nido.  You  mean,  under  the  present  existing  bill  ? 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Under  the  present  law. 

Mr.  Nido.  It  would  be  895,555  tons. 

Mr.  Fl  annagan.  You  are  getting  an  increase  under  the  proposed 
legislation ;  is  that  right  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  Yes.  But  it  is  fixed.  That  increase  maintains  an  over¬ 
all  average.  It  is  a  fixed  allocation,  whereas  on  a  percentage  basis  it 
works  out  in  the  other  way. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Flannagan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Now,  this  910,000  tons  is  not  taking  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  115,000  or  125,000  tons  that  you  use  for  consumption  on  the 
island  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  No  ;  it  does  not. 

Mr.  Andresen.  So  that  there  would  be  no  limitation  to  the  amount 
of  sugar  that  you  could  produce  on  the  island  for  home  consumption 
over  and  above  the  910,000  tons. 

Nr.  Nido.  There  would  be  the  limitation  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  fix  as  the  quota  for  local  consumption. 

Mr.  Andresen.  This  is  the  amount  of  sugar  that  you  could  ship  to 
the  mainland? 

Mr.  Nido.  Yes ;  you  are  right  in  that. 

Mr.  Andresen.  So  that  you  could  produce  in  excess  of  that  without 
being  penalized  for  it  if  it  was  not  shipped  to  the  mainland? 

Mr.  Nido.  We  could  produce  that  125,000  tons  plus  the  share  that 
we  would  have  in  any  deficiency  in  the  domestic  areas. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Now,  that  would  be  pretty  close  to  your  production 
for  this  year,  as  I  understand. 

Mr.  Nido.  That  would  be  about  50,000  tons  below  our  this  year’s 
production. 

Mr.  Andresen.  What  do  you  estimate  this  year’s  production  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  1,075,000  tons. 

Mr.  Andresen.  1,075,000  tons.  You  consume  about  125,000  tons  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  That  is  our  local  consumption  quota;  125,000  tons  for 
this  year. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Have  they  stopped  grinding  the  sugar? 

Mr.  Nido.  No.  We  are  still  grinding. 

Mr.  Andresen.  You  think  you  can  get  more  tliis  year  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  If  weather  conditions  permit  and  our  yields  do  not  come 
down,  we  might  go  over  the  1,075,000  tons. 
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Mr.  Andresen.  There  has  been  considerable  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  whether  it  was  1,040,000  tons  or  1,050,000  tons,  and  now  we  are 
glad  to  hear  yon  say  it  may  run  1,075,000  tons. 

Mr.  Nido.  I  have  the  last  report  as  of  yesterday,  which  I  brought 
with  me.  I  can  show  it  to  the  members  of  the  committee,  how  it  is  at 
.present;  and  we  feel  that  we  can  reach  the  1,075,000  goal  this  year. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Nido,  you  spoke  about  the  production  this 
3’ ear.  Is  it  not  true  that  this  year  has  been  the  first  year  in  which  3*011 
have  produced  more  than  the  quota  which  is  assigned  to  you  under  t  his 
proposed  act? 

Mr.  Nido.  No;  I  do  not  think  so.  I  have  my  figures  in  my  brief 
case.  I  think  that  Puerto  Rico  has  in  several  cases  produced  more 
than  1,000,000  tons  of  sugar.  I  know  for  a  fact  that  we  have.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  we  produced  over  1,100,000  tons  on  one  occasion. 

The  Chairman.  I  am  looking  at  some  figures  here  which  are  con¬ 
tained  in  a  report  on  the  sugar  situation  by  a  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  which  indicates  the  total  production  for 
Puerto  Rico,  which  1  assume  is  the  amount  which  you  consume  domes- 
ticall)*  as  well  as  the  amount  that  you  exported,  is  as  follows: 

For  the  1930-34  period,  a  total  of  894,000.  That  is  the  average. 

For  the  1935-39  period,  the  average  was  974,000. 

For  1943,  it  was  723,000. 

For  1944,  it  was  964,000. 

For  1945,  it  was  910,000. 

And  these  figures  have  an  estimated  amount  for  1946  of  1,000,000. 

Now,  you  say  it  was  more  than  that. 

'  Mr.  Nido.  Yes.  In  1934,  we  produced  1,104,000;  in  1938  we  pro¬ 
duced  1,077,000  tons;  in  1940  we  produced  1,019,000  tons;  in  1942  we 
produced  1,146,000  tons;  and  in  1943  we  produced  1,039,000  tons. 

Then  the  war  came. 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Nido.  And  we  became  an  armed  camp,  with  the  construction 
of  Roosevelt  roads  and  different  Army  and  Navy  establishments  which 
took  up  a  lot  of  our  available  labor.  We  were  glad  to  contribute,  and 
we  would  be  willing  to  do  that  any  time  the  country  would  need  us, 
because  we  are  American  citizens. 

The  Chairman.  The  figures  which  you  have  given,  of  course,  include 
the  total  production. 

Mr.  Nido.  Yes.  That  is  the  production  of  Puerto  Rico. 

The  Chairman.  While  the  figures  certainly  exceeded  the  amount 
of  your  quota,  1  believe  that  the  figures  which  I  have  just  read  here 
indicate  that  the  average  over  this  period  of  years,  from  1930  up  to 
date,  would  be  less  than  your  quota. 

Mr.  Nido.  Don’t  you  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  would  be  unjust 
to  include  the  war  years  within  the  average? 

The  Chairman.  Of  course,  we  are  using  the  war  years  for  all  areas. 

I  do  not  want  to  belabor  the  point.  But  for  the  period  from  1930 
to  1934,  which,  of  course,  were  not  war  years,  the  average  was  894,000; 
for  the  period  1935-39,  which  we  assume  would  be  normal  years,  it  was 
974,000  tons. 

Now,  if  you  deduct  your  domestic  consumption  in  those  2  years 
your  production  was  considerably  less  than  the  quota  which  is  given 
to  you  under  this  bill. 
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Mr.  Nido.  Mr.  Chairman,  going  on  with  the  proposed  bill— 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Before  you  go  any  further,  I  would  like  to  ask 

this: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Flannagan  has  a  question.  .  1 

Mr.  Flannagan.  The  Interior  Department  has  approved  this  legis- 

Mr.  Nido.  That  is  what  I  have  heard  here  today.  As  I  say,  I  had 
no  knowledge  of  the  bill  nor  anything  until  I  arrived  this  morning. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  The  Interior  Department  is  supposed  to  look  out 
for  the  interests  of  Puerto  Rico? 

Mr.  Nido.  Yes;  it  is  supposed  to  look  out  for  them. 

The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Nido. 

Mr.  Goff.  There  is  just  one  question  I  would  like  to  ask  to  be  sure 

that  I  understand  it.  .  „  , 

Iii  other  words,  your  contention,  Mr.  .Niclo,  is  that  the  n^iiie  o 
910,000  is  an  unfair  fixed  figure  because  it  is  based  on  what  is  not 
actually  a  normal  production  for  Puerto  Rico? 

Mr.  Nido.  I  agree  with  you  on  that,  Mr.  Goff. 

Going  on  with  the  bill,*  if  I  may  continue,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  notice 
that  in  title  III,  section  301.  the  condition  of  payment  provisions  has 
been  deleted  from  the  present  act,  subsection  (d),  which  requires 
producers  who  are  also  processors  to  pay  fair  prices  for  beets  or 

cane.  „ 

Now,  on  the  same  point,  for  the  growers  of  sugarcane,  we  must 
strenuously  object  to  the  elimination  of  that  subsection  from  title  III 
in  section  301.  That  is  the  only  protection  given  within  the  act  to  the 
farmers  for  adequate  treatment  by  the  processors  and  an  adequate 
fair  price  for  the  product. 

I  feel  on  behalf  of  the  sugarcane  growers  of  Puerto  Rico  that  such 


provision  should  be  maintained  in  the  new  act. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Let  me  ask  you  this,  Mr.  Nido. 

I  have  read  about  the  breaking  up  of  these  sugar  plantations  that  are 
owned  by  the  processors. 

Is  that  going  on,  so  that  some  of  those  sugar  plantations  are  being 
broken  up  and  sold  to  actual  farmers  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  Under  the  law  they  are  being  converted  into  proportion¬ 
ate-share  farms,  rather  than  sold  direct  to  the  farmers. 

There  is  a  provision  in  the  law  whereby  those  lands  could  be  sold  to 
farmers,  whereas,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  majority  of  those  lands — and 
I  think  Dr.  Fernos-Isern  would  be  more  qualified  to  answer  that 
question  than  myself — are  being  converted  into  proportionate-share 
farms. 

Mr.  Cooley.  What  do  you  mean  by  proportionate-share  farms  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  They  are  being  operated  as  large  units  for  the  benefit 
of  the  workers. 

Mr.  Andresen.  That  is,  for  the  benefit  of  the  farmers? 

Mr.  Nido.  For  the  farmers,  or  the  workers. 

Mr.  Cooley.  Is  that  what  you  call  a  communal  farm  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  It  is  more  or  less  on  the  line  of  a  communal  farm. 


Mr.  Cooley.  It  is  getting  close  to  it,  is  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  Very  close  to  it. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  may  explain  that  this  land  has  been  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  government  as  a  result  of  the  fact  that  the  law  of  Con- 
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gress  of  1900  limiting  corporation  land  ownership  is  being  enforced ; 
and  therefore  the  land  had  to  be  sold  if  they  had  in  excess  of  the  legal 
limitation. 

So  this  land  has  been  purchased.  And  instead  of  dividing  it  up  in 
small  farms,  which  would  be  uneconomical  in  the  case  of  sugarcane, 
they  are  kept  in  large  units,  and  the  very  people  who  would  then  be 
the  owners  of  the  small  patches  work  on  the  farm  on  a  cooperative 
basis. 

So  it  is  only  a  combination  of  two  ideas,  the  idea  to  divide  the  land 
instead  of  having  it  concentrated  in  the  hands  of  a  few  corporations 
and  at  the  same  time  take  the  benefit  of  the  economy  principle  that  you 
get  better  jdelds  when  you  operate  land  on  a  larger  scale. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  paraphrase  the  familiar  quota¬ 
tion,  it  seems  that  instead  of  Kilroy’s  having  been  there,  Tugwell  was 
there. 

Mr.  Coolet.  Doctor,  what  is  the  difference  between  having  it  oper¬ 
ated  by  the  big  corporations  and  operated  by  the  government  ? 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  It  is  not  exactly  operated  by  the  government; 
the  government  through  an  agency  helps  these  groups  to  operate.  But 
the  government  will  get  its  money  back. 

Mr.  Cooley.  The  government  purchased  the  land,  and  owns  it, 
and  finances  the  operation  ? 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  It  finances  the  operation  to  start  with,  but  in 
the  long  run  it  is  supposed  to  get  the  money  back. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  the  way  it  is  done  in  the  Volga  Valley. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  do  not  know,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  the  waj^  it  is  clone  in  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  owns  the  land  and  divides  up  among  the  farmers  what 
they  make.  Is  that  what  they  do  under  this  law  f 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  This  is  what  they  do:  During  the  season  they 
get  wages  on  the  work  they  do.  At  the  end  of  the  year,  if  there  are 
any  profits,  they  share  in  them. 

Mr.  Cooley.  They  participate  in  the  profits. 

Mr.  Poage.  Do  they  ever  make  any  profits? 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  Yes.  And  if  there  are  any  profits,  those  who 
have  been  working  there  will  get  their  part  of  the  profits. 

Mr.  Andresen.  May  I  ask  there,  are  these  people  who  do  the  work 
and  get  the  profits  considered  to  be  farmers'  or  workers? 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  They  are  farmers  who  work  their  land. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Let  me  ask  Mr.  Niclo,  what  is  the  idea  on  that?  Do 
you  regard  them  as  fellow  farmers? 

Mr.  Nido.  We  do  not. 

Mr.  Andresen.  How  much  of  the  sugarcane  land  in  Puerto  Rico  is 
handled  in  this  manner  ? 

Mr.  Nido.  I  think  around  20,000  acres,  more  or  less. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  It  is  only  a  certain  section  of  the  island.  That 
is  just  a  spot  on  the  northern  coast  of  the  island. 

Mr.  Nido.  With  the  latest  requirements  of  the  Sojago  Sugar  Co., 
.1  would  say  it  would  be  about  10  percent  of  the  total  cane  area  of 
Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  Poage.  What  government  is  acquiring  that  land?  Is  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  or  the  government  of  Puerto  Rico 
that  is  acquiring  that? 
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Mr.  Nido.  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Poage.  Everybody  spoke  here  generally  about  the  “govern¬ 
ment’s”  buying  the  land.  Is  that  the  United  States  of  America  or  is 
that  Puerto  Rico  that  is'  buying  that  land? 

Mr.  Nido.  That  is  the  insular  government. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  If  I  may,  the  law  limiting  corporations  to  500 
acres  is  a  law  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  The  law  taking  care  of  the  problem,  this  law- 
was  passed  by  the  insular  government. 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes.  But  I  do  not  understand  how  the  fact  that  you 
have  a  limitation  on  the  amount  of  land  that  a  corporation  can  own 
requires  the  government  to  acquire  ownership. 

The  State  of  Texas  has  provisions  against  corporations  owning 
land  for  certain  purposes'.  Certain  corporations  can  own  it  for  cer¬ 
tain  purposes,  and  certain  others  can  own  any  land  only  for  a  limited 
time.  Now,  if  they  get  it,  certain  corporations  have  to  dispose  of  the 
land  within  a  certain  time,  such  as  insurance  companies.  But  that  is 
no  reason  in  the  world  why  the  State  has  to  take  the  land  over. 

All  that  they  have  to  do  is  to  sell  it  to  some  owner  that  has  a  right  to 
hold  title.  I  do  not  understand  why  the  government  of  Puerto  Rico 
has  to  own  this  land  simply  because  the  corporation  cannot  own  it. 

Wouldn't  individual  members  of  the  Farm  Bureau  buy  that  land? 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  If  they  would  be  given  a  chance  to  buy  it  by 
the  government.  . 

Mr.  Poage.  Why  does  the  government  have  to  buy  that  land  to  en¬ 
force  the  law  against  the  corporations? 

Mr.  Cooley.  The  government  does  not  have  to  do  it.  They  just  did 
that  after  the  act  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  There  is  a  situation  in  Puerto  Rico  which  is  an¬ 
tipodal  to  that  in  Texas.  Puerto  Rico  has  3,500  square  miles  for 
2,000,000  people.  So  although  private  ownership  of  land  in  Puerto 
Rico  is  not  limited  by  any  statute,  it  is  evident  that  it  would  not  be  in 
the  interest  of  the  people  there  if  the  land  is  all  owned  by  1  person, 
2  persons,  or  10  persons. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  is  right. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  The.  more  people  that  have  a  share  in  the  land, 
the  better  for  the  economy  of  the  island. 

Mr.  Poage.  This  theory  that  a  man  is  free  because  he  works  for  the 
government  and  is  a  slave  because  he  works  for  some  other  individual 
or  corporation  never  did  appeal  to  me. 

A  man  is  no  more  free  because  he  is  a  government  employee  than 
because  he  is  working  for  somebody  else. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  say,  we  do  not  understand  that  they  are  work¬ 
ing  for  the  government.  They  are  working  for  themselves. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  let  him  buy  his  land  and  own  it  himself  and  be  a 
member  of  the  Farm  Bureau,  and  I  will  look  on  him  as  working  for 
himself. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  suggests  that  we  are  getting  into  a  field 
now  over  which  this  committee  has  no  jurisdiction.  Another  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  does  have  jurisdiction.  So  let  us  proceed  with 
your  statement,  Mr.  Nido. 
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Mr.  Nido.  I  will  close  now,  subject,  of  course,  to  my  being  allowed 
to  submit  a  brief  after  I  have  read  more  carefully  the  proposed  bill. 

The  Chairman.  You  may  file  a  written  statement,  after  you  have 
had  time  to  study  the  bill. 

There  have  been  submitted  to  the  Chair  statements  by  the  United 
States  Cuban  Sugar  Council,  which  they  have  asked  to  have  incor¬ 
porated  into  the  record  at  this  point ;  also  a  statement  by  the  American 
Chamber  of  Commerce  in  Cuba;  a  statement  by  Mr.  F.  A.  Staples, 
president  of  the  Hershey  Corp.,  also  a  statement  by  the  American 
Bakers  Association. 

Without  objection  those  statements  will  go  in  the  record  at  this  point. 
(The  statements  referred  to  are  as  follows :) 

Statement  by  United  States  Cuban  Sugar  Council1 

To  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  United  States 
■  Congress: 

The  United  States  Cuban  Sugar  Council,  formed  early  in  1946,  is  composed  of 
companies  (listed  at  the  end  hereof)  owning  or  operating  sugar  properties  in  Cuba, 
whose  stockholders  are  predominantly  United  States  citizens.  These  companies 
account  for  about  half  of  Cuba’s  total  annual  sugar  production. 

I.  RECOMMENDATION!  EXTENSION  OF  THE  sugar  ACT  OF  1037,  AS  AMENDED,  AND 

REVISION  OF  QUOTAS 

Tiie  council  supports  the  recommendation  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Clinton  P.  Anderson  early  in  May  for  immediate  consideration  of  revision  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  quota  provisions. 
Those  quota  provisions  failed  utterly  to  assure  consumers  in  the  United  States 
an  adequate  supply  of  sugar  during  the  war  emergency  and  consequently  had  to 
be  suspended  early  in  1942.  While  they  are  not  now  operative,  they  will  be  re¬ 
imposed  January  1,  1948,  under  the  terms  of  the  pending  bill.  The  defect  in  the 
quota  system  in  its  present  form  which  was  largely  responsible  for  the  sugar 
shortage  in  this  country  during  the  war  was  its  severe  limitation  on  Cuban  sugar. 
It  would  be  detrimental  to  United  States  consumers  and  United  States  trade  with 
Cuba  to  revise  the  existing  quotas  without  curing  the  inherent  defects. 

Should  any  quotas  approximating  those  provided  in  the  existing  Sugar  Act 
again  become  operative,  the  amount  of  sugar  which  producers  in  Cuba  would  be 
permitted  to  supply  to  the  United  States  consumers  would  be  grossly  below  their 
demonstrated  capacity  and  willingness  to  furnish  sugar  to  the  United  States 
market  at  reasonable  prices.  The  proposed  quota  system  would  penalize  Cuba 
in  spite  of  its  performance  record  during  the  6  years  of  emergency,  when  it  sold  its 
sugar  to  the  United  States  at  prices  far  below  the  free  market. 

The  council  therefore  suggests  that  the  following  changes  in  H.  R.  -  now 

before  the  committee  are  vital : 

(а)  That  the  provision  in  the  pending  bill  which  would  compel  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  make  an  annual  estimate  of  sugar  consumption  in  the  United 
States  in  such  a  way  as  to  bring  about  higher  prices  for  sugar  be  deleted  and  that 
there  be  no  change  in  section  201  of  the  existing  act. 

(б)  That  the  combined  fixed  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  of  4,268,000  short 
tons,  raw  value,  proposed  in  the  bill  are  excessive. 

(c)  That  the  proposed  bill  be  changed  to  permit  Cuba  to  supply  any  deficit 
in  any  year  in  any  domestic  supplying  area  without  regard  to  the  estimated 
consumption  figure  for  that  year. 

(d)  That  the  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  proposed  in  this 
bill,  be  for  a  period  of  10  years  instead  of  5  years,  provided  a  realistic  quota  system 
is  established. 


1  The  United  States  Cuban  Sugar  Council,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  is  registered  under  the 
Foreign  Agents  Registration  Act  of  1938  with  the  Department  of  Justice,  Washington, 
D.  C.,  as  agent  of  a  group  of  companies  owning  or  operating  sugar  properties  in  Cuba,  the 
stockholders  of  which  are  predominantly  United  States  citizens.  Copies  of  the  registra¬ 
tion  statement  and  of  this  material  are  filed  at  the  Department  of  Justice.  Registration 
does  not  indicate  approval  by  the  United  States  Government  of  this  material. 
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IX.  PROPOSED  QUOTAS  FOR  DOMESTIC  areas  ARB  EXCESSIVE 

The  proposed  fixed  quotas  totaling  4,268,000  tons  for  all  domestic  areas,  together 
with  the  Philippine  quota  of  952,000  tons  and  an  estimated  quota  for  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Philippines  of  30,000  tons,  would  leave  for  Cuba 
a  quota  of  only  2,250,000  tons,  assuming  an  estimated  consumption  in  any  year 
for  the  United  States  of  7,500,000  tons.  Because  of  the  possibility  of  a  deficit  in 
the  quota  for  the  Philippines  and  the  domestic  areas,  Cuba  might  actually  be 
allowed  to  send  a  larger  amount  of  sugar  than  this  to  the  United  States  with  a 
consumption  of  7,500,000  tons,  but  the  basic  allowance  would  be  only  2,250,000  tons. 

During  the  period  1902  through  1946,  except  for  the  years  1931  through  1941  and 
1943  when  the  amount  of  sugar  Cuba  was  permitted  to  send  to  the  United  States 
was  restricted  by  very  high  tariffs,  quotas  or  other  means,  the  average  amount  of 
sugar  from  Cuba  contributed  to  the  United  States  market  was  2,365,000  tons. 
During  the  same  period  the  average  contribution  of  all  the  domestic  areas  com¬ 
bined  was  only  2,180,000  tons. 

The  maximum  contributions  of  sugar  supplied  in  any  1  year  by  each  of  the 
domestic  areas  to  the  United  States  market  amount  to  a  total  of  4,586,000  tons. 
These  amounts  were  not  supplied  in  the  same  year  from  each  of  the  areas.  The 
proposed  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  are  only  6.9  percent  less  than  this 
maximum. 

Prior  to  the  current  crop,  the  maximum  contribution  to  the  United  States 
consumption  of  sugar  made  in  any  1  year  by  sugar  from  Cuba  was  4,373,000 
tons.  Cuba’s  basic  participation  in  the  United  States  market  when  consumption 
is  7,500,000  tons  is  only  2,250,000  tons,  or  51.8  percent  of  the  maximum. 

It  is  apparent  from  these  figures  that  the  proposed  quota  arrangement  would 
enable  the  domestic  areas  to  furnish  to  the  United  States  market  a  quantity  of 
sugar  substantially  equal  to  the  all-time  maximum  ever  supplied  in  any  1  year 
by  each  domestic  area,  and  more  than  the  domestic  areas  as  a  whole  ever  supplied 
in  any  1  year.  In  contrast  to  this,  Cuba’s  basic  contribution  would  be  approxi¬ 
mately  one-half  her  maximum  contribution  to  this  market. 

III.  UNITED  STATES  CONSUMERS  NEED  INCREASED  QUOTA  OF  SUGAR  PRODUCF.D  IN  CUBA 

FOR  THEIR  PROTECTION 

In  both  World  War 'emergencies  the  people  of  the  United  States  have  suffered 
serious  and  prolonged  sugar  shortages.  Twice  in  one  generation  producers  of 
sugar  in  Cuba  have  been  called  upon  to  expand  their  output  because  Cuba  was 
the  only  major  supplier  of  the  United  States  market  that  could  and  did  sub¬ 
stantially  increase  its  output.  Production  in  the  principal  areas  supplying  the 
United  States  with  sugar  from  1910  to  1947  is  shown  in  table  A,  appended.  In 
the  5  years  1916  through  1920,  the  output  of  sugar  in  Cuba  totaled  19,757,000 
short  tons  as  compared  with  12,510,000  tons  in  the  preceding  5-year  period,  an 
increase  of  51.1  percent. 

During  the  6-year  period  1942  through  1947,  approximately  28,000,000  tons  were 
produced  in  Cuba  as  compared  with  18,648,000  tons  during  the  previous  6-year 
period,  an  increase  of  50.2  percent.  Practically  all  this  sugar  was,  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  United  States,  sold  to  this  country ;  and  some  part  of  it  was  assigned 
by  this  country  to  its  allies.  There  is  no  need  to  emphasize  the  vital  importance 
to  the  United  States  of  this  preeminent  source  of  sugar  supply. 

Despite  the  prolonged  and  severe  shortage  of  sugar  during  World  War  II,  and 
heavy  subsidies  paid  out  of  Federal  funds  to  producers  of  cane  and  sugar  beets 
in  the  United  States  mainland  and  insular  areas,  the  continental  areas  and  the 
American  islands  were  unable  to  expand  production.  Indeed,  their  gross  output 
decreased;  and  the  decline  in  some  cases,  particularly  the  domestic  beet  area, 
was  over  42  percent  in  the  crop  year  beginning  October  1,  1943. 

Sugar  from  Cuba,  in  addition  to  averting  an  even  more  serious  shortage  of 
sugar  in  the  United  States  and  allied  countries,  reached  consumers  here  at  prices 
substantially  below  those  in  most  other  parts  of  the  world. 

Cuban  sugar  also  cost  consumer  taxpayers  in  the  United  States  less  than  did 
sugar  produced  in  domestic  areas.  The  market  price  paid  by  consumers  was 
approximately  the  same  regardless  of  the  source  of  the  sugar.  Producers  in  this 
country,  however,  received  subsidies  from  the  United  States  Government  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  sales  price  of  the  sugar.  The  cost  of  these  subsidies  was  a  direct 
burden  on  the  taxpayers  and  consequently  constituted  an  increase  in  the  cost  of 
domestic  sugar.  In  contrast,  sugar  from  Cuba  is  subject  to  a  tariff  of  75  cents 
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per  hundred  pounds  on  entry  into  the  United  States  and  is  also  subject  to  an 
excise  tax  of  50  cents  per  hundred  pounds.  Money  collected  from  these  sources 
goes  to  the  United  States  Government  and  consequently  relieves  the  taxpayers 
of  that  much  burden.  As  a  result,  the  net  cost  to  United  States  consumer  tax¬ 
payers  of  sugar  from  Cuba  is  less  than  the  market  price  while  the  net  cost  of 
sugar  produced  in  domestic  areas  is  more  than  the  market  price. 

IV.  1937  SUGAR  ACT  QUOTAS  FAILED  TO  MEET  WAR  NEEDS  AND  LARGER  DOMESTIC 
QUOTAS  WOULD  BE  EVEN  MORE  DEFECTIVE  NOW  , 

Early  in  1942,  when  the  United  States  had  been  actively  engaged  in  World 
War  II  only  a  few  months,  the  fundamental  defects  of  the  1937  Sugar  Act  quotas 
became  apparent  and  quotas  were  forthwith  abandoned  for  the  duration  of  the 
war  emergency.  The  principal  effect  of  abandoning  quotas  was  to  permit  pro¬ 
ducers  of  sugar  in  Cuba  to  make  available  to  the  United  States,  as  purchaser, 
in  excess  of  4,000,000  tons  of  Cuban  sugar  per  year  as  compared  with  approxi¬ 
mately  2,000,000  tons  which  would  have  been  permitted  entry  here  had  those 
quotas  been  in  effect.  While  not  all  the  Cuban  sugar  so  purchased  by  the  United 
State  was  consumed  here,  because  our  Government  made  part  of  it  available 
to  the  Allies,  the  unfortunate  decrease  in  production  in  domestic  areas  and  the 
greatly  expanded  needs  for  sugar  for  war  purposes  made  the  increased  quantity 
of  sugar  from  Cuba  even  more  vitally  important  to  this  country.  The  United 
States  actually  retained  and  consumed  much  the  greater  part  of  the  Cuban  crops. 

The  fixed  quotas  of  the  proposed  bill  would  subject  the  United  States  to  a  repe¬ 
tition  of  the  hazard  it  faced  in  1942.  Sugar  producers  in  Cuba  would  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  reduce  the  acreage  in  sugarcane  because  they  would  lack  a  sufficient 
assured  market  in  the  United  States,  and  might  not  be  able  to  fill  possible  deficits 
incurred  in  the  domestic  areas  and  the  Philippines.  In  addition,  the  real  cost 
of  sugar  to  the  United  States  would  be  higher  partly  because  of  the  subsidies 
paid  to  domestic  producers  of  sugarcane  and  sugar  beets  and  partly  because  of 
the  tariff  protection  of  75  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of  Cuban  sugar  received 
by  the  domestic  industry. 

'  With  the  exception  of  the  periods  when  effectively  prevented  from  doing  so 
by  excessive  United  States  tariffs  or  by  quotas  or  other  restrictions,  Cuba  has 
supplied  annually  an  average  of  about  50  percent  of  all  the  sugar  available  to 
housewives  and  industrial  users  in  this  country. 

At  the  end  of  World  War  I  the  tariff  on  Cuban  sugar  amounted  to  $1  per 
hundred.  This  was  increased  to  $1.60  per  100  pounds  in  1921  under  the  Emer¬ 
gency  Tariff  Act,  with  further  increases  to  $1.76  in  1922  under  the  Fordney- 
McOumber  Tariff  Act,  and  to  $2  in  1930  under  the  Hawley-Smoot  Tariff  Act. 

The  cumulative  effect  of  these  tariff  increases  is  indicated  by  the  decrease  in 
Cuban  sugar  shipments  to  the  Unitqd  States  from  an  annual  average  of  between 
3,000,000  and  4,000,000  tons  in  the  period  1926-29  to  approximately  1,500,000 
tons  in  1933. 

.  The  United  States  adopted  the  quota  system  in  1934  The  quotas  were  based 
on  the  years  1931  through  1933,  the  highest  period  basis  for  the  domestic  industry, 
but  the  lowest  3-year  basis  for  Cuban  sugar,  giving  Cuba  merely  a  28.6  percent 
share  of  the  United  States  market,  and  thereby  leaving  a  large  part  of  Cuban 
sugar  production  capacity  unutilized. 

In  the  face  of  this  treatment,  the  Cuban  sugar  industry  kept  substantially 
intact  its  milling  capacity  of  some  6,000,000  tons  per  year.  Naturally,  however, 
the  cane  supply  could  not  be  maintained  at  that  level  without  an  assured  market. 

Immediately  after  the  outbreak  of  World  War  II  defects  in  the  quotas  became 
apparent  and  quotas  were  forthwith  suspended  by  the  United  States.  In  the 
negotiations  for  the  sale  of  its  crops,  Cuba  evidenced  concern  that  its  industry 
should  not  again  be  treated  as  it  was  after  World  War  I  and  that  it  should  not 
be  limited  to  the  28.6  percent  share  of  the  United  States  market  allotted  to  it 
under  the  United  States  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  which  continued,  with  some  modifi¬ 
cations  in  favor  of  domestic  areas,  the  quotas  originally  adopted  in  1934. 

An  adequate  flow  of  Cuban  sugar  into  the  United  States  market  is  essential 
to  assure  a  continuing  supply  of  sugar  for  United  States  consumers  at  reasonable 
prices. 

It  would  discourage  and  defeat  this  objective  if  the  United  States  should  enact 
or  extend  legislation  that  would  reduce  the  market  here  for  sugar  from  Cuba 
so  as  to  contract  the  cane  supply  again  to  a  point  below  that  to  which  the  mills  can 
promptly  increase  to  full-capacity  production. 
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V.  TWO  CABINET  MEMBERS  MOST  DIRECTLY  CONCERNED  WITH  SUGAR  LEGISLATION 

URGE  INCREASE  IN  CUBAN  QUOTA 

The  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  of  State,  the  two  departments  of  the 
United  States  Government  most  directly  concerned  with  sugar  legislation,  have 
recommended  that  sugar  quotas  be  revised  to  increase  the  quota  for  producers 
of  sugar  in  Cuba.  The  record  not  only  supports  these  recommendations,  but 
indicates  that  the  long-term  interest  of  the  United  States  consumer  will  be 
best  served  by  a  substantial  increase. 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  Anderson  recently  sent  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
and  the  President  of  the  Senate  a  letter  in  which  he  said  in  part : 

“In  view  of  the  changes  in  the  world  pattern  of  sugar  production  during  the 
war  years,  I  am  sure  the  committee  will  wish  to  explore  this  problem  thoroughly. 
A  careful  study  of  changes  in  the  contribution  to  the  United  States  market  ac, 
well  as  to  the  world  market  by  the  various  producing  areas  will  be  desirable. 

“The  most  significant  change  insofar  as  this  country  is  concerned  has  been 
the  increase  in  Cuban  production  of  sugar  which  has  contributed  greatly  to  our 
supply  during  and  since  the  war  *  *  *  I  feel  that  the  contribution  made 

by  Cuba  to  our  supplies  of  sugar,  which  were  critically  short,  obligates  this 
Government  to  reconsider  the  quota  structure  with  a  view  to  a  percentage 
increase  for  Cuba.” 

Secretary  of  State  George  C.  Marshall  in  February  sent  to  Senator  Arthur 
H.  Vandenberg,  chairman  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  a  list 
of  27  urgent  proposals  including  a  specific  recommendation  for  an  increased 
sugar  quota  for  Cuba. 

As  a  nation  the  United  States  has  enunciated  a  policy  of  encouraging  foreign 
trade  through  lowering  trade  barriers.  By  increasing  the  Cuban  sugar  quota 
this  policy  can  be  furthered  and  the  long-term  interests  of  the  United  States 
consumers  protected. 

VI.  UNITED  STATES  TRADE  WITH  CUBA  DEPENDS  UPON  ITS  IMPORTS  OF  CUBAN  SUGAR 

The  sugar  industry  is  the  backbone  of  Cuba’s  economy  and  the  extent  of  Cuba’s 
ability  to  buy  goods  produced  in  the  United  States  depends  directly  upon  the 
extent  to  which  this  country  permits  Cuba  to  supply  sugar  to  United  States 
housewives  and  industrial  consumers. 

Over  the  years,  Cuba  has  been  a  leading  market  for  United  States  rice,  flour, 
cotton  goods,  meat  products,  machinery  and  vehicles,  and  other  products,  United 
States  Department  of  Commerce  records  show. 

Sales  to  Cuba  of  machinery  and  vehicles  produced  in  the  United  States  during 
the  20-year  period  1027-40  totaled  more  than  $261,000,000. 

Cuban  purchases  of  cotton  goods  manufactured  in  the  United  States  in  the 
20-year  period  1927-46  amouuted  to  more  than  $190,000,000  or  more  than  9 
percent  of  all  such  products  this  country  sold  abroad 

In  the  14  years  before  World  War  II,  1927  through  1940,  Cuba’s  average  annual 
purchases  amounted  to  about  14  percent  of  all  the  manufactured  cotton  goods 
exported  by  the  United  States. 

United  States  mills  sold  almost  $131,000,000  worth  of  wheat  flour  to  Cuba 
during  the  1927—46  period.  The  vital  need  of  sizable  export  markets  such  as  Cuba 
for  flour  produced  from  the  wheat  grown  in  Kansas,  Nebraska,  Oklahoma,  Wash¬ 
ington,  Minnesota,  the  Dakotas,  and  other  States  is  underscored  in  t  lie  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture’s  recent  report  that  conditions  on  May  1  indi¬ 
cated  a  record-breaking  1947  wheat  crop  of  about  1,409,000,000  bushels,  about 
double  the  prewar  average. 

Exclusive  of  all  other  products,  the  meat-packing  industry  in  the  United  States 
sold  nearly  $130,000,000  worth  of  lard  to  Cuba  in  the  1927^46  period.  On  a  per 
capita  basis,  Cuba  has  been,  over  the  years,  one  of  the  leading  customers  of  the 
farmers  in  such  States  as  Iowa,  Illinois,  Indiana,  and  Missouri,  which  are  the 
largest  producers  of  hogs. 

In  the  period  1934—45,  following  the  signing  of  a  reciprocal-trade  treaty  in 
1934  in  which  Cuba  granted  special  concession  on  the  importation  of  United 
States  rice,  Cuba  bought  $127,933,000  worth  of  rice  and  rice  products  from  this 
country.  Cuba’s  purchases  were  more  than  70  percent  of  all  the  rice  exported 
by  the  United  States  in  this  period.  United  States  exports  of  rice  have  averaged 
about  one-fourth  of  the  production. 
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The  United  States  has  been  exporting  goods  and  services  during  the  first  4 
months  of  1947  at  the  rate  of  about  $15,000,000,000  a  year,  exclusive  of  relief, 
lend-lease,  and  the  sale  of  surplus  war  materials.  Imports  for  the  same  period 
have  been  at  the  rate  of  nearly  $6,000,000,000  a  year.  Exports  thus  are  exceeding 
imports  at  the  rate  of  about  $9,000,000,000. 

Until  World  War  I,  while  the  United  States  was  still  a  debtor  nation,  an 
excess  of  exports  over  imports  was  held  to  be  a  “favorable”  balance  of  trade. 
Now  that  the  United  States  is  a  creditor  nation,  an  excess  of  exports  over  imports 
means  merely  that  the  countries  receiving  the  excess  imports  are  becoming  more 
and  more  indebted  to  this  country.  In  the  long  run,  such  excess  of  exports  over 
imports  means  that  the  United  States  is  shipping  its  wealth  abroad  at  an  un¬ 
precedented  rate  without  an  equal  return  in  goods  and  services.  This  has  been 
one  of  the  factors  responsible  for  the  inflow  of  gold  to  the  United  States,  but  the 
countries  receiving  United  States  exports  are  running  out  of  gold. 

The  current  high  level  of  exports  of  goods  from  the  United  States  would  be 
highly  beneficial  to  the  economy  of  the  country  if  the  nations  receiving  goods 
were  able  to  pay  for  them  by  greatly  increased  exports  to  the  United  States. 
Prospects  for  this  in  the  case  of  many  countries  crippled  by  war  appear  remote. 
In  contrast,  the  excess  of  imports  from  Cuba  .over  the  value  of  our  exports  to  that 
country  makes  our  trade  with  Cuba  highly  desirable. 

Increased  exports  to  Cuba,  even  above  the  present  levels,  are  entirely  possible 
provided  the  United  States  maintains  or  increases  its  imports  of  sugar  from 
Cuba. 

VII.  REDUCTION  IN  UNITED  STATES  TARIFF  ON  SUGAR  FROM  CUBA  URGED  AS  ANOTHER 

STEP  TO  BENEFIT  CONSUMERS  IN  UNITED  STATES 

Another  important  step  which  would  be  beneficial  to  the  United  States  trade 
with  Cuba  would  be  a  reduction  in  the  tariff  imposed  on  the  importation  of 
Cuban  sugar  into  the  United  States.  The  present  United  States  tariff  on  Cuban 
sugar  is  75  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  raw  value. 

Under  the  1937  Sugar  Act  all  sugar  consumed  in  the  United  States  must  pay 
a  processing  (excise)  tax  equivalent  to  50  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of  raw  sugar. 
This  tax  is  collected  from  refiners  in  the  United  States  and  from  importers  of 
refined  sugar  into  this  country.  Under  normal  conditions  the  burden  of  this  tax 
on  Cuban  sugar  is  borne  by  the  Cuban  producer.  Thus,  the  effective  United 
States  tariff  on  Cuban  sugar  is  the  75-eent  rate,  plus  the  50-cent  excise  tax,  or  a 
total  of  $1.25  per  hundred  pounds. 

The  council,  in  a  statement  submitted  to  the  Committee  on  Reciprocity  Informa¬ 
tion,  December  19,  1946,  and  in  a  supplementary  statement  early  this  year,  advo¬ 
cated  a  50-percent  reduction  in  the  75-cent-tariff  rate  which  actually  would  mean 
only  a  30-percent  reduction  in  the  effective  tariff  of  $1.25. 

Reduction  of  the  tariff  would  bring  about  availability  of  sugar  to  United 
States  consumers  at  lower  prices,  or  would  increase  Cuba’s  purchasing  power 
for  United  States  products,  either  of  which  results  would  be  beneficial  to  this 
country  as  a  whole.  Eventual  elimination  of  the  tariff  would  increase  either 
of  these  benefits. 

VIII.  UNITED  STATES  INVESTMENTS  IN  CUBA  ARE  ITS  SECOND  LARGEST  IN  THE  WORLD 

People  in  the  United  States  had  larger  investments  in  Cuba  than  in  any  other 
country  in  the  world  except  Canada  at  the  outbreak  of  World  War  II. 

The  latest  available  compilation  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Commerce 
of  direct  investments  abroad  by  United  States  citizens  shows  that  this  country’s 
stake  in  Cuba  amounted  to  $560,600,000  in  1940.  This  was  about  8  percent  of  the 
grand  total  of  United  States  direct  investments  throughout  the  world. 

Nearly  half  of  this  country’s  total  investment  in  Cuba  was  in  agricultural 
enterprise,  amounting  to  $241,000,000,  the  bulk  of  it  in  sugar. 

IX.  UNITED  STATES  SECURITY  WILL  BE  SAFEGUARDED  BY  INCREASED  CUBAN  SUGAR  QUOTA 

Sugar  was  an  essential  war  commodity  during  World  War  II.  Not  only  was  it 
necessary  as  a  food  for  military  forces  and  civilians  without  which  the  efficiency 
of  the  country  would  have  been  greatly  lowered  but  it  was  a  raw  material  for 
many  other  products  needed  in  the  war  effort. 
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The  United  States  can  take  a  long  step  toward  permanent  protection  of  its  sugar 
supply  by  permitting  the  producers  of  sugar  in  Cuba  to  supply  in  the  postwar 
period  an  amount  of  sugar  comparable  to  that  made  available  during  the  war 
emergencies. 

By  such  action  this  country  will  enable  producers  of  sugar  in  Cuba  to  maintain 
sufficient  facilities  there  so  that  they  can  supply  the  amount  required  by  the 
United  States  whenever  an  emergency  arises. 

In  conclusion  the  council  calls  attention  of  the  committee  to  the  fact  that, 
although  sugar  produced  in  Cuba  constitutes  the  largest  source  of  supply  for  the 
United  States  market,  the  pending  bill  was  drafted  by  representatives  of  the 
domestic  industry.  Had  producers  in  Cuba  participated  in  the  drafting  of  the 
bill,  provisions  in  line  with  the  recommendations  herein  as  well  as  others  in  the 
interests  of  consumers  in  the  United  States  and  in  recognition  of  Cuba’s  record 
as  tlreir  major  reliance  both  in  war  emergencies  and  in  peacetime,  when  permitted 
by  United  States  laws,  would  have  been  proposed. 

Respectfully  submitted  by  United  States  Cuban  Sugar  Council. 

Members  of  the  council :  Caribbean  Sugar  Co.,  Central  Hormiguero  Sugar  Co., 
Central  Violeta  Sugar  Co.,  Compania  Cubana,  Cuban  Atlantic  Sugar  Co.,  Guan¬ 
tanamo  Sugar'  Co.,  Manati  Sugar  Co.,  New  Niquero  Sugar  Co.,  Punta  Alegre 
Sugar  Corp.,  Tanamo  Sugar  Co.,  The  American  Sugar  Refining  Co.,  The  Cuban- 
American  Sugar  Co.,  The  Francisco  Sugar  Co.,  Tuinucu  Sugar  Co.,  United  Fruit 
Co.,  Vertientes-Camaguey  Sugar  Co. 

Dated:  June  21,  1947. 
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SUGAR  (RAW  VALUE):  ESTIMATED  WORLD  PRODUCTION  AND  PRODUCTION  IN  PRINCIPAL  AREAS  SUPPLYING  THE  UNITED  STATES  WITH 

SUGAR,  1910-16 

l Note. — Not  all  of  the  sugar  produced  iu  these  areas  was  consumed  in  the  United  States.  Figures  from  The  World  Sugar  Situation,  August  1946,  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
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Table  A — Continued 

QUANTITY  OF  SUGAR  EXPORTED  FROM  CUBA  TO  THE  UNITED  STATES,  UNITED 
KINGDOM,  AND  OTHER  COUNTRIES,  1902-45 » 


Year 


1902.. 

1903.. 

1904.. 

1905.. 

1906.. 

1907.. 

1908.. 

1909.. 

1910. . 

1911.. 

1912.. 

1913.. 

1914.. 

1915.. 

1916.. 

1917.. 

1918.. 

1919.. 

1920 .. 

1921 . . 

1922. . 

1923.. 

1924.. 

1925.. 

1926.. 

1927.. 

1928. . 

1929.. 

1930. . 

1931 . . 

1932.. 

1933. . 

1934.. 

1935.. 

1936.. 

1937.. 

1938. . 

1939.. 

1940. . 

1941 . . 

1942  7 

1943  7 

1944  7 

1945  7 


United  States 

United  Kingdom 

Raw 

Refined 

Raw 

Refined 

Tons 

Tons 

Tons 

Tons 

903, 033 

(«) 

1,048,  570 

1 

25,  246 

1 . 246,  867 

(* 6) 

1,213,  861 

7,703 

1,773 

1,325,489 

11,872 

2,  432 

1,454,  392 

14,  545 

6,  811 

997, 617 

11,861 

1.625, 953 

1,853,  795 

101,095 

1,583,658 

6,  831 

6,005 

2,014,097 

29,  277 

104, 202 

2,418,  994 

273, 583 

2,  453,  654 

267, 936 

2,  440,  380 

(») 

408,612 

2,  445, 904 

622,  659 

2,  297,  354 

547 

749,  380 

2.  552, 108 

1 

977,  532 

3,  493,  812 

3,538 

685, 083 

2, 651,  268 

480 

552,  755 

(») 

2,  681,329 

312 

331, 165 

47 

4,  448,  628 

2,533 

760,  250 

3, 468,  537 

33 

285,  758 

3,  816,  935 

2,825 

504, 857 

4, 097.  959 

3, 888 

1,000,  218 

4,  258,  999 

68,  786 

416,812 

3,  666,  663 

118,643 

525,  248 

3, 611 

3, 078, 880 

224,  419 

875,  899 

1.219 

4,006,118 

313, 342 

869,  585 

546 

2,  247,  350 

302,  474 

795,  691 

5,  859 

2,001,952 

343, 125 

579,  403 

1,  413,  788 

494, 108 

740, 878 

1, 173 

1, 082,  214 

476,  738 

756, 544 

2,  332 

1,473,  453 

303,  376 

550, 106 

4,766 

1,532,  093 

290,  086 

592,  588 

1,  479,  701 

367,  288 

792, 142 

3, 070 

1,823,040 

353, 986 

579, 143 

1, 660, 179 

330,  591 

661,  280 

1,847,628 

366, 192 

524,  232 

1,550,  319 

332,  620 

238,  622 

6 

2,  537,  823 

328,  364 

501,701 

(6) 

2, 199,  239 

348,  965 

31,222 

(9) 

2,  987.  221 

345,  415 

658,  618 

8, 511 

4,  317,  696 

399, 074 

266,112 

2,  764,  385 

399,  008 

543,  379 

18, 415 

Other  countries 

Total 

Raw 

Refined 

Raw 

Refined 

Tons 

Tons 

Tons 

Tons 

253 

903, 286 

699 

194 

1,074,010 

30 

51 

1,246,  918 

24 

152 

1,215,  786 

7,703 

709 

1,328,630 

11,882 

14 

1,461,217 

14,  545 

74 

997,  691 

11,872 

3 

1,625,  958 

10 

5,267 

1,960,157 

1 

132 

1,  589,  795 

6,  831 

31,202 

2, 149,  501 

29,  277 

4fi,  191 

2,  738,  768 

66,  075 

2,  787, 665 

17,  340 

2,  866'  332 

(8) 

213, 170 

3, 281,  733 

920 

164,  955 

3,  211,689 

9,  543 

106,  540 

3,  636, 180 

11,201 

308,619 

4,  487,  514 

10, 896 

285,  940 

3,  489,  963 

3,  064 

187, 039 

5,  746 

3, 199,  533 

6, 105 

354,  599 

5,  563,  477 

18,  541 

117,662 

3,871,957 

845 

115, 190 

4,  436,  982 

3,854 

419.  840 

5,  518,  017 

3,  956 

773, 969 

5,  449,  780 

78, 398 

382,  524 

13, 890 

4,  574,  435 

136, 144 

255,  254 

15,  549 

4,210,033 

241, 187 

332, 643 

17,114 

5,  208,  346 

331, 002 

286, 342 

11,412 

3,  329,  383 

319,  745 

82,  864 

2,  664,  219 

380,  995 

280, 154 

726 

2,  434,  820 

496, 007 

240, 167 

35 

2,  078,  925 

479, 105 

247, 676 

568 

2.  271,235 

308, 710 

300, 939 

2,  425,  620 

293,  251 

243,  573 

24,  504 

2,  515,  416 

394,  862 

222,  298 

2,  624,  481 

363,065 

241,  534 

2,  562.  993 

347,  678 

240,  363 

2,  612,  223 

467,  713 

131,801 

54,  526 

1,920,  741 

387, 152 

94,  009 

3, 133,  533 

426,419 

98,  301 

2,  328,  762 

371,140 

67, 172 

68,  981 

3,713,011 

422, 907 

15,  303 

4,599,111 

547,  563 

138,  830 

271,884 

3,  446,  594 

689, 307 

!  Source:  Cuba  Sugar  Yearbook,  1946. 

0  Less  than  one-half  ton. 

7  During  these  years  the  United  States  Government  purchased  substantially  all  the  sugar  produced  in 
Cuba.  The  distribution  of  exports  from  Cuba  during  these  years  was  controlled  by  the  Combined  Food 
Board  of  which  the  United  States  was  a  member.  The  1942  and  1944  figures  for  exports  of  raw  sugar  to  the 
United  States  and  for  total  exports  of  raw  sugar  include  the  sugar  equivalent  of  invert  molasses  made  in 
those  years  at  the  direction  of  the  United  States.  In  1942  this  amounted  to  717,000  tons  and  in  1944  to 
809,000  tons. 

Note.— The  distribution  of  exports  of  refined  sugar  between  the  United  States,  United  Kingdom,  and 
other  countries  is  incomplete  for  most  years. 


Statement  by  the  Amice, ioan  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Cuba  to  the  House 

Committee  on  Agriculture 


foreword 


Iii  bringing  to  the  attention  of  opinion  leaders  in  the  United  States  the  basic 
facts  about  sugar,  the  American  Chamber  of  Commerce  in  Cuba  feels  it  can 
be  of  service  to  our  national  economy,  and  that  our  long  experience  representing 
all  types  of  American  business  in  Cuba  lias  given  us  a  unique  insight  into  the 
fundamentals  of  Cuban-American  trade.  As  outposts  of  American  agriculture, 
business,  and  industry,  our  major  concern  is  to  maintain  and  to  strengthen  trade 
with  the  mainland. 
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Cuba  is  traditionally  one  of  the  largest  markets  for  farm  and  factory  exports 
from  the  United  States,  and,  in  one  way  or  another,  each  of  us  is  busy  here  in 
trying  to  extend  that  market.  The  roster  of  our  168  active  members  includes 
the  names  of  companies  known  throughout  America  as  processors  of  foodstuffs ;  as 
producers  of  cars,  trucks,  and  electrical  equipment ;  or  as  manufacturers  of 
textiles,  pharmaceuticals,  cosmetics,  photographic  supplies,  office  equipment. 
Few  of  us  deal  with  sugar  directly;  all  of  us  know  that  Cuba’s  ability  to  sell 
sugar  to  the  United  States  controls  our  ability  to  sell  American  goods  to  Cuba. 

We  are  in  a  position  to  present  facts  on  the  basis  of  past  performance.  If 
the  opinion  leaders  of  the  United  States  become  attentive  to  the  record  of 
performance,  our  international  policy  can  be  better  adjusted  to  the  facts. 

It  is  on  this  basis  that  we  urge  our  fellow  American  citizens  to  give  immediate 
attention  to  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  with  a  view  to  stimulating  Congress  to  prompt 
action  in  so  rewriting  this  basic  legislation  as  to  reflect  the  lessons  we  all  have 
been  exposed  to  during  the  10  years  that  the  act  has  been  in  effect. 

The  timetable  is  important.  Congress  is  due  to  adjourn  July  31.  The  law 
expires  December  31.  Simple  extension  for  another  year  would  postpone  a  fair 
solution  of  the  problem  and  prejudice  both  supply  and  trade. 

Statement 

Shortages  in  two  world  wars  have  etched  into  the  consciousness  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  the  importance  of  sugar  both  in  their  daily  diet  and  to  large  segments 
of  their  business  and  industrial  economy. 

Farmers  have  seen  the  berries  and  fruits  rot  which  normally  would  be  put 
up  for  winter  meals.  Housewives  have  had  to  eliminate  pies  and  pastries. 
Children  have  missed  their  soda  pop  and  penny  candies.  For  a  long  time  throat 
lozenges  monopolized  counters  usually  loaded  with  a  wide  variety  of  candy 
bars.  And  the  baking,  soft  drink,  confectionery,  ice  cream,  and  canning  indus¬ 
tries  have  had  to  adjust  production  and  employment  to  the  thinning  stream  of 
sugar  allotted  to  them.  Without  the  supplies  of  sugar  from  Cuba,  this  stream 
would  have  dried  up  for  millions  of  Americans. 

These  results  of  limited  supplies  may,  hopefully,  become  a  memory  by  the 
time  the  next  sugarcane  crops  are  harvested.  Then  will  appear  again  the  other 
side  of  the  picture :  the  role  of  Cuban  sugar  in  creating  a  market  for  the  surplus 
farm  and  factory  products  of  the  United  States.  Cuba’s  purchases  of  our  goods 
have  fluctuated  directly  with  our  purchases  of  her  sugar.  This  is  a  close 
relationship  which  the  farm,  industrial,  and  labor  leaders  of  the  United  States 
should  watch  jealously,  now  that  maintenance  of  solvent  export  markets  is 
becoming  important  to  maintenance  of  production  and  employment  levels. 

There  are  some  who  strive  to  make  a  point  of  the  fact  that,  roughly  speaking, 
Cuba  buys  only  .$60  of  our  goods  for  every  $100  she  gets  from  the  sale  of  sugar 
to  us.  This  comparison  completely  ignores  the  importance  of  the  so-called  in¬ 
visible  items  of  payments  for  shipping,  insurance,  banking,  and  other  services 
Americans  render  in  this  trade,  and  of  returns  on  the  heavy  American  invest¬ 
ments  in  Cuba,  investments  which,  whatever  they  may  once  have  been,  are 
aside  from  these  items,  the  60  percent  ratio,  representing  Cuban  purchases  of 
now  owned  directly  by  the  American  public  and  not  by  the  banks.  But,  quite 
aside  from  these  items,  the  60  percent  ratio,  representing  Cuban  purchases  of 
our  farm  and  factory  products,  contributes  more  dollars  to  the  American  economy 
than  does  farm  income  from  all  our  mainland  beet  and  cane  production.  Ne¬ 
braska  wheat  farmers,  Michigan  factory  workers,  Louisiana  rice  growers,  as 
examples,  have  in  irreplaceable  stake  in  their  exports  to  Cuba  which  the  beet 
and  cane  growers  of  these  States  cannot  justifiably  ignore.  The  following  table 
illuminates  this  point : 


Cuba  sold 
United 
States 

Cuba  bought 
from  United 
States 

Mainland 
sugar  growers 
received 1 

1935-41  average .  . . _  . . 

$123, 700, 000 
294,  500, 000 

$84, 000, 000 
157, 750, 000 

$71, 000, 000 
88,  500, 000 

1942-45  average _ 

1  Does  not  include  U.  S.  Government  subsidy  payments. 
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MISINTERPETED  WOULD  WAE  I  LESSON 

But  let  us  first  examine  the  record  of  supplies  during  the  critical  war  years. 
Major  causes  of  the  shortage  was,  of  course,  the  complete  dislocation  of  the 
world  suger  industry  by  the  impacts  of  a  global  war  which  at  the  same  time 
stimulated  the  demand  for  sugar  as  an  energy  food.  But  an  appreciable  factor, 
so  far  as  the  American  people  are  concerned,  was  the  break-down  of  a  largely 
artificial  structure  of  supplies. 

World  War  I  had  demonstrated  that  mainland  United  States  could  not  in 
an  emergency  deliver  even  its  limited  peacetime  output;  yet  we  misinterpreted 
the  lesson  and  embarked  on  a  program  of  fostering  domestic  production  at  the 
expense  of  the  one  source — Cuba — which  had  greatly  increased  its  deliveries  to 
us  during  that  war.  First  through  mounting  tariff  protection  which  culmin¬ 
ated  in  the  Hawley-Smoot  tariff  and  then  through  a  combination  of  tariff  plus 
quota  control  plus  cash  subsidies  to  domestic  producers,  the  United  States  em¬ 
barked,  in  the  years  between  the  two  wars,  on  a  program  of  planned  economy 
that  collapsed  under  the  stresses  of  World  War  II. 

When  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  was  under  consideration  in  Congress,  the  United 
States  Secretary  of  Agriculture  publicly  estimated  that  this  combination  of 
artificially  supported  price  and  subsidies  would  cost  the  American  consumer- 
taxpayers  some  $350,000,000  a  year  over  and  above  what  they  would  have  paid 
for  their  sugar  in  a  free  market.  That  was  quite  an  insurance  premium  to  pay 
for  the  development  of  domestic  sugar  production  year  after  year  before  World 
War  II.  It  might  have  been  justified  had  the  plan  proved  effective  when  that 
war  hit  the  American  economy.  But  what  actually  happened? 

United  States  mainland  beet  and  cane  production  again  failed  to  maintain 
even  normal  peacetime  volume ; 

Puerto  Rico  went  ahead  slightly  over  the  war  period ; 

Hawaii  fell  below  peacetime  volume,  due  largely  to  the  use  of  her  land  and 
manpower  for  military  purposes ; 

The  Philippines  were  quickly  and  completely  eliminated  as  a  source  of  supply ; 

Cuba,  which  had  been  the  target  of  the  United  States  between-wars  sugar 
policy,  alone  responded  importantly  to  the  crisis,  her  prompt  and  progressive 
increase  in  output  providing  the  United  States  with  more  than  half  of  the  sugar 
received  from  all  sources  . 

The  United  States  is  still  shipping  sugar  to  the  Philippines  to  meet  her  essen¬ 
tial  needs. 

A  MATTER  OF  LOGISTICS 

Logistics  is  just  as  important  to  the  home  front  as  it  is  to  the  military  in 
the  field.  Presumably  it  was  in  the  name  of  logistics  that  our  prewar  sugar 
policy  was  designed  and  was  financed  by  the  consumer-taxpayers  in  an  attempt 
to  make  mainland  United  States  more  nearly  self-sufficient  as  to  sugar.  That 
experiment  having  failed,  we  naturally  look  for  an  alternative  that  will  work. 
The  western  section  of  Cuba  so  tucks  under  the  Atlantic  coast  line  of  the  United 
States  that  Habaua  is  almost  due  south  of  Cleveland.  At  the  same  time,  this 
great  Cuban  port  is  only  90  miles  from  Key  West,  Fla.,  and  213  miles  from 
the  port  and  railhead  at  Miami.  During  the  critical  war  period  when  U-boats 
were  menacing  Atlantic  and  Caribbean  shipping  lanes,  1,442,868  short  tons  of 
sugar  were  ferried  from  Havana  to  Port  Everglade/S  (Miami)  without  the  loss 
of  a  single  cargo.  This  example  of  logistics  constituted  the  major  contribution 
to  keeping  our  home  front  supplied  with  at  least  minimum  sugar  needs.  The 
other  prewar  source  of  America’s  sugar  supply  from  the  Caribbean  area  (Puerto 
Rico)  is  well  over  the  horizon,  and  Hawaii  and  the  Philippines  are  even  farther 
distant  from  our  Pacific  coast. 

PROTECT  YOUR  TRADE  WITH  CUBA 

For  nearly  30  years  the  United  States  has  pursued  a  policy  of  protecting  its 
domestic  sugar  industry  without  too  much  thought  as  to  whether  this  policy 
would  protect  or  hurt  the  general  farm  and  industrial  economy.  Now  that  we 
are  well  into  the  period  of  postwar  readjustment  with  an  eye  on  maintaining 
a  high  level  of  production  and  employment,  we  submit  that  the  approaching 
expiration  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  extended,  offers  a  definite  challenge  to 
the  opinion  leaders  of  our  native  land. 
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Simple  extension  of  the  present  law  for  just  another  year  may  sound  like  the 
easy  way  out,  hut  it  will  face  us  business  getters  for  American  products  with 
problems  which  are  far  from  simple.  There  is  direct  correlation  between  Cuba’s 
ability  to  sell  her  sugar  to  the  United  States  and  our  ability  to  maintain  an 
export  market  in  Cuba  for  American  goods.  And  American  goods  mean  such 
farm  and  factory  products  as  rice,  wood,  paper,  wheat  flour,  steel  and  iron, 
lard  (packing  house),  chemicals,  vegetable  oil,  petroluem  products,  autos,  ma¬ 
chinery,  glassware,  bottles,  pharmaceuticals,  textiles,  fruits  and  vegetables. 

The  more  we  can  sell  of  these  and  other  goods,  the  more  will  the  broad  pattern 
of  American  production  be  activated.  Cuban  acres  planted  to  sugarcane  for  the 
American  market  will  keep  American  acres  planted  to  rice  and  wheat,  potatoes 
and  beans,  apples  and  other  fruits  for  the  Cuban  market;  will  keep  steel  and 
lumber  mills,  factories,  and  refineries  busy  with  orders  for  export  to  that  island. 
This  is  neither  theory  nor  wishful  thinking;  it  is  based  on  recorded  performance 
ever  since  our  Government  first  started  compiling  and  publishing  the  statistics  of 
the  Cuban-American  trade. 

We  are  proud  to  have  helped  in  building  up  this  large  and  varied  export  trade 
and  in  developing,  in  a  land  with  language,  customs,  and  culture  derived  from  a 
European  nation,  a  preference  for  so  many  things  American.  But  we  cannot 
make  sales  if  the  ability  to  buy  is  taken  from  Cuba  by  the  reimposition  of  the 
restrictive  sugar  quotas  of  the  between-war  years. 

Furthermore,  the  United  States  Government  can  hardly  expect  the  cooperation 
of  the  Cuban  Government  in  the  current  International  Trade  Organization  Con¬ 
ference  at  Geneva,  Switzerland,  if  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  enacts  sugar 
legislation  that  fails  to  recognize  Cuba’s  performance  in  supplying  sugar  during 
and  since  World  War  II.  This  aspect  of  the  situation  is  developed  in  the  New' 
York  World-Telegram  of  June  16,  1947,  by  Mr.  Arthur  Gorman,  who  writes : 

“A  development  more  menacing  to  the  administration’s  plans  for  expanded  re¬ 
ciprocal  trade  than  the  controversial  wool-price  support  bill  may  emerge  from 
Congress  this  week,  Cuban  sugar  interests  here  fear. 

“A  move  to  enact  basic  sugar-quota  legislation  which  would  limit  Cuban  imports 
to  about  the  amount  permitted  under  the  existing  Sugar  Act  is  expected  despite 
recommendations  by  Secretary  of  State  Marshall  and  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Anderson  that  Cuba’s  share  of  the  United  States  market  be  substantially 
increased. 

“Secretary  Anderson  urged  that  hearings  on  quotas  be  held  this  session  to  focus 
public  attention  on  the  economic,  political,  and  social  issues  involved  in  increasing 
Cuba’s  quota  in  line  with  the  administration’s  plans  for  removing  barriers  to 
world  trade. 

“Cuban  sugar  output  was  expanded  during  the  war  in  compliance  with  United 
States  requests,  Cuban  interests  say,  and  production  this  year  is  expected  to  be 
nearly  double  the  average  of  the  years  1935-39.  Yet  the  Cuban  share  of  the 
United  States  market  in  that  period  averaged  about  2,000,000  tons,  or  about  28.5 
percent.  This  compares  with  about  50  percent  of  America’s  supply  provided  by 
Cuba  since  1942  and  with  an  anticipated  total  Cuban  crop  this  year  of  6,000,000 
tons. 

“Cuban  sugar  interests  say  they  can’t  go  on  planting  for  a  6,000,000-ton  crop  if 
the  United  States  will  take  only  2,000,000  tons  as  in  the  1935-39  period.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  they  emphasize  that  of  every  United  States  dollar  spent  for  sugar,  75  cents 
comes  back  to  the  United  States  in  direct  import  purchases.  *  * 

WHERE  NATIONAL  INTEREST  LIES 

It  is  the  function  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  write  legislation  that 
will  reflect  the  national  interest.  Our  function  stops  with  bringing  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  this  body  and  of  the  opinion  leaders  of  the  Nation  the  facts  as  we  see  them. 
We  believe  it  has  become  obvious  through  our  experience  in  two  world  wars  that 
it  is  in  the  national  interest  to  depend  on  Cuba  for  the  major  source  of  sugar 
Americans  need  for  their  daily  diet  and  for  their  industries.  It  is  equally 
obvious  through  our  experience  in  the  prewar  years  that  we  can  depend  on  Cuba 
to  absorb  a  substantial  part  of  our  farm  and  factory  production  if  only  we  give 
her  purchasing  power  through  buying  from  her  the  sugar  we  need. 

There  is  one  final  point  which  is  not  so  obvious  but  which  nevertheless  is  im¬ 
portant  in  the  writing  of  an  intelligent  sugar  policy  and  program.  In  contrast  to 
sugar  beets,  which  are  planted  and  harvested  each  year,  thus  giving  the  farmer 
flexibility  in  planning  his  crops,  sugarcane  takes  from  15  to  18  months  to  mature 
from  planting  to  the  first  cutting  of  the  cane,  which  thereafter  is  recut  annually 
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for  a  period  of  from  6  to  10  years.  Thus  sugarcane  cultivation  requires  a  heavy 
initial  investment  which  can  be  profitable  only  if  the  planter  is  assured  of  a  stable 
market  for  sugar  during  the  effective  life  of  his  cane.  The  proposed  single  year’s 
extension  of  the  present  law  or  even  a  3-year  period  (for  which  that  law  was 
originally  enacted )  fails  to  give  reasonable  assurance  to  the  cane  planters.  Hence, 
we  strongly  urge  that  the  law  which  should  be  written  to  replace  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1937  should  be  effective  for  at  least  10  years. 

Given  a  fair  share  of  the  American  sugar  market  and  the  opportunity  to  plan  on 
the  basis  of  realistic  long-term  legislation,  Cuba  can  continue  to  he  one  of  our 
best  customers  and  our  most  reliable  source  of  sugar  at  all  times. 

OBJECTIVES  AND  PURPOSES 

Among  the  objectives  and  purposes  incorporated  in  the  articles  of  association 
of  the  American  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Cuba  are: 

“To  promote  trade  and  commerce  between  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  Republic  of  Cuba. 

“To  foster  and  to  encourage  the  agricultural,  mining,  industrial,  financial,  and 
commercial  interests  of  both  countries. 

“To  cooperate  with  the  Governments  and  with  the  citizens  of  both  countries  for 
the  maintenance  of  friendly  relations  and  for  the  solution  of  their  common  prob¬ 
lems. 

“To  encourage  and  to  support  the  reciprocal  consideration  and  treatment  of  all 
matters  affecting  the  relations  of  the  two  countries. 

“To  acquire  and  to  disseminate  reliable  information  regarding  both  countries.’’ 

The  American  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Cuba, 
By  L.  A.  Crosley. 

June  20,  1947. 


Statement  of  P.  A.  Staples,  President,  Hershey  Corp. 

I  appear  as  president  of  the  Hershey  Corp.,  incorporated  in  Delaware,  which 
.lias  been  engaged  since  1919  in  growing  cane  and  producing  refined  sugar  in  Cuba 
principally  for  the  American  market.  This  operation  at  the  point  of  cane 
production  was  initiated  as  the  natural  and  most  efficient  method  of  making 
white  sugar.  It  has  contributed  importantly  to  the  industrial  development  of 
Cuba,  a  development  which  it  has  been  the  announced  policy  of  the  United  States 
Government  to  encourage.  That  policy  was  originally  stated  in  the  Atlantic 
Charter  and  is  currently  reflected  in  our  position  at  the  ITO  Conference  in 
Geneva. 

When  the  quota-control  program  for  sugar  was  introduced  through  the  Jones- 
Costigan  Act  of  1934  an  arbitrary  classification,  new  to  the  sugar  trade,  was 
inserted.  This  was  the  direct-consumption  sugar  quota,  a  quota  within  a  quota, 
which  was  the  device  of  the  mainland  refiners  to  compensate  for  their  failure 
to  get  a  supertariff  on  refined  sugar  in  the  Hawley-Smoot  tariff  and,  subse¬ 
quently,  in  a  special  proceeding  before  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission. 

When  the  Sugar  Act  of  1987  replaced  the  earlier  legislation  this  slip  noose 
was  not  only  continued  but  was  drawn  tighter  around  the  Cuban  refining  indus¬ 
try  by  changing  the  direct  consumption  quota  from  a  percentage  to  a  fixed  ton¬ 
nage  basis  and  setting  that  tonnage  at  375,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  for  Cuba. 
This  figure  is  19.62  percent  of  the  1,911,244-ton  total  base  quota  for  Cuba  (under 
the  1937  act  base  estimate  of  6,682,670  tons  consumption) ,  and  it  compares  with 
the  22  percent  of  the  effective  quota  permitted  in  the  Jones-Costigan  Act. 

I  have  given  this  history  both  because  the  background  of  sugar  legislation 
may  be  new  to  some  of  you  gentlemen  and  because  it  is  well  to  bring  out  for 
public  scrutiny  a  pattern  of  superprotection  which  the  mainland  refiners  now 
seek  not  only  to  project  into  the  postwar  era  but  to  make  even  tighter.  For  the 
obvious  result  of  retaining  the  375,000-ton  direct-consumption  quota  and  at  the 
same  time  increasing  substantially  the  over-all  sugar  deliveries  from  Cuba  to 
the  United  States  is  to  reduce  the  percentage  of  Cuban  refined  sugar  in  the  total 
'Cuban  volume.  The  effect  will  necessarily  he  the  same  as  in  banding  a  growing 
tree.  Cuba’s  refining  industry,  which  is  a  natural  and  reasonable  move  toward 
industrialization,  will  be  strangled.  Cuba  will  he  reduced  to  a  purely  agricul¬ 
tural  status  among  the  nations.  Such  a  condition  can  hardly  prove  acceptable 
to  the  Cuban  people;  and  I  am  confident  that  the  American  people  will  not 
wittingly  accept  the  role  of  imposing  such  a  condition  on  a  good  neighbor  who 
served  them  well  during  the  emergencies  of  two  world  wars. 
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To  what  degree  will  it  serve  the  American  national  interest  to  wreck  the 
Cuban  refining  industry?  Certainly  it  will  not  serve  us  as  consumers  who  want 
adequate  supplies  of  sugar  at  a  fair  price  and  who  traditionally  distrust  any 
trend  toward  monopoly  of  an  essential  food.  It  is  of  no  concern  to  our  domestic 
beet  and  cane  growers  in  what  form  Cuban  sugar  enters  this  country ;  their 
interest  is  centered  in  the  volume,  not  the  type. 

There  remain,  then,  the  mainland  cane  sugar  refiners.  According  to  the  1939 
census  of  manufactures,  there  were  27  cane-sugar  refiners  in  a  total  of  184,230 
manufacturing  plants  in  operation ;  these  refineries  employed  14,133  workers 
out  of  a  total  of  7,886,567  factory  employees,  and  these  workers  were  paid 
816,197.000  out  of  a  total  pay  roll  slightly  exceeding  $9,000,000,000.  As  to  value 
created  by  their  refining  operations,  it  must  be  remembered  that  these  mainland 
refiners  receive  sugar  which  has  already  been  produced  to  96°  polarization. 
They  merely  wash  this  sugar,  whiten  it,  and  dry  and  recrystallize  it.  It  is  for 
Congress  to  put  them  in  the  proper  perspective  in  the  national  interest,  which 
most  certainly  includes  a  proper  regard  for  our  commercial  and  political  rela- 
tions  with  other  nations. 

There  has  been  no  chance  as  yet  really  to  study  this  new  bill  which  is  being 
introduced  to  replace  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  and  which  I  understand  reflects  the 
wishes  of  the  United  States  domestic  sugar  industry,  but  a  quick  reading  of 
this  bill  shows  that  it  not  only  fails  to  rectify  the  injustice  of  the  direct- 
consumption  sugar  limitations  in  the  act  of  1937  but  also  fails  to  give  adequate 
treatment  to  Cuban  sugar  in  several  other  respects. 

I  therefore  hope  that  this  committee  will  so  rewrite  this  bill  as  to  “unfreeze” 
the  Cuban  direct-consumption  quota  from  its  presently  fixed  375,000  tons  and 
to  give  the  Cuban  sugar-refining  industry  a  just  and  l’easonable  participation 
in  a  new  and  a  fairer  recognition  by  the  United  States  of  Cuba’s  place  in  her 
sugar  economy. 


American  Bakers  Association, 
Washington  4,  D.  C.,  June  27,  19. ft'. 

Hon.  Clifford  R.  Hope, 

United  States  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington  25,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Hope  :  I  wish  to  call  your  attention  to  the  position  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Bakers  Association  with  respect  to  the  bill  now  under  discussion  before 
your  committee  on  the  matter  of  the  establishment  of  quotas  for  sugar. 

Last  year,  when  extension  of  the  present  Sugar  Act  of  1937  for  3  years  was 
proposed,  we  took  the  position  that  legislation  of  such  importance  and  significance 
designed  for  a  long  period  of  time  should  not  be  enacted  hastily  without  extensive 
study  of  all  the  factors  involved  with  a  view  to  protecting  all  interests — the  con¬ 
sumers’  as  well  as  the  producers’  and  refiners’. 

Therefore,  we  urged  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act  for  a  period  of  1  year  only. 
This  was  done,  and  it  was  hoped  that  in  the  intervening  period  a  study  of  the 
problem  would  be  made,  so  long-range  legislation  could  be  enacted  in  this  session 
of  Congress.  However,  this  study  has  not  been  made ;  nevertheless,  we  now  find 
up  for  consideration  legislation  which  would  establish  quotas  and,  in  effect,  prices 
on  sugar  for  a  5-year  period. 

The  problem  is  every  bit  as  serious  today  as  it  was  a  year  ago.  A  complete  and 
searching  study  should  be  made  of  this  entire  problem  by  an  impartial  group,  per¬ 
haps  a  subcommittee  of  the  House  Agricultural  Committee,  to  investigate  the 
purposes  and  ramifications  of  possible  legislation  to  the  end  that  the  interests 
of  consumers,  producers,  and  refiners  receive  the  consideration  to  which  they  are 
entitled. 


We,  therefore,  again  urge  upon  your  committee  that  the  present  Sugar  Act  be 
extended  for  a  period  of  1  year  with  such  amendments  as  may  be  necessary  to 
take  care  of  the  change  in  the  status  of  the  Philippine  production  as  it  will 
affect  the  Cuban  quota.  Such  action,  coupled  with  extensive  study  of  the  prob¬ 
lem,  in  our  opinion,  will  result  in  the  development  of  sound  long-term  legislation 
benefiting  all  concerned. 

Respectfully, 

Joseph  M.  Creed,  Counsel. 


The  Chairman.  If  there  is  nothing  further,  the  committee  will 
stand  adjourned  at  this  time,  subject  to  the  cal]  of  the  Chair. 
(Thereupon,  at  12: 10,  the  committee  adjourned.) 
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WEDNESDAY,  JUNE  25,  1947 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington ,  D.  C. 

The  committee  met  at  10  a.  m.,  Hon.  Clifford  It.  Hope  (chairman) 
presiding. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  come  to  order.  On  Saturday 
the  committee  heard  from  Secretary  Anderson,  Mr.  Kemp,  and  Mr. 
Nido,  the  latter  representing  the  Puerto  Rico  Farm  Bureau.  At  that 
time  the  committee  had  not  had  an  opportunity  to  see  or  read  the  pro¬ 
posed  bill.  We  have  had  time  since  then. 

Like  any  sugar  legislation,  it  is  an  intricate  measure,  and  I  thought 
this  morning  we  should  have  Mr.  Marshall  come  up  and  explain  to  us 
some  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  and  particularly  the  effect  of  some 
of  the  changes  which  have  been  made  in  the  legislation  as  compared 
with  the  existing  law. 

We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you,  Mr.  Marshall. 

STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  H.  MARSHALL,  DIRECTOR,  SUGAR  BRANCH, 

ACCOMPANIED  BY  GEORGE  A.  DICE,  CHIEF  OF  SUGAR  ACT  DIVI¬ 
SION,  AND  JOHN  C.  BAGWELL,  ATTORNEY,  DEPARTMENT  OF 

AGRICULTURE 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Marshall,  I  asked  you  to  come  up  so  we  could 
question  you  about  the  legislation.  I  wonder  if  you  have  any  state¬ 
ment  you  would  like  to  make  before  we  proceed  along  that  line? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  think  not,  Mr.  Chairman,  except  when  we  were 
up  here  Saturday,  I  believe  in  the  Secretary’s  statenlent,  he  did  say 
to  you  that  we  would  give  you  some  further  views  early  this  week  on 
a  payment  provision,  section  403,  page  27  of  the  committee  print. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  on  that  point. 

Mr.  Marshall.  All  right,  sir ;  I  understand  that  that  provision  has 
been  put  in  upon  the  urging  of  some  of  the  growers  who  want  to  get 
the  payments  under  this  act  a  little  earlier  than  they  have  been  getting 
them.  It  raises  certain  questions  of  fiscal  policy  on  which  we  would 
just  like  to  give  you  our  views. 

We  question  whether  it  is  advisable  to  provide  for  this  method  of 
payment  which  requires  us  to  send  the  money  out  into  the  banks  and 
incur  banking  and  bonding  charges,  bonding  charges  particularly  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  the  Government,  because,  in  the  first  place, 
it  would  call  for  some  additional  administrative  expense  at  a  time 
when  we  do  have  a  limitation  put  on  us  for  the  first  time  under  the 
House  version  of  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  for  this  year,  and 
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might  squeeze  us  still  further  on  the  funds  available  for  the  purpose 
of  the  administration  of  the  act  at  the  same  time  when  the  cost  can 
be  expected  to  go  up  some,  because  under  that  House  appropriation 
bill  we  are  going  to  lose  a  part  of  the  field  force  that  has  been  doing 
the  field  work  for  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  general 
and  doing  the  sugar  work  at  the  same  time.  I  think  the  more  impor¬ 
tant  question,  however,  is  the  one  of  whether  it  is  good  fiscal  policy 
to  send  this  money  out  and  have  the  payments  made  without  going 
through  the  preauditing  process  that  they  have  been  going  through. 

The  Chairman.  How  much  delay  has  there  been  in  making  these 
payments  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  believe  the  payments  for  the  fall  crop  have,  in 
general,  been  made  in  the  late  winter  and  early  spring  in  recent  years. 

The  Chairman.  Is  there  any  way  you  could  speed  that  up  without 
resorting  to  this  new  procedure? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes,  we  could  speed  that  up  a  little,  but  it  would 
be  at  some  additional  cost,  because  in  order  to  speed  it  up  considerably 
it  would  require  employing  a  larger  number  of  people  for  a  short 
period,  rather  than  spreading  the  load  over  a  little  longer  period. 

Mr.  Fl  annagan.  5  on  make  the  payments  on  performance  by  pro¬ 
ducers.  Suppose  the  producer  hasn’t  performed,  then  what  happens? 

Mr.  Dice.  That  is  not  intended,  as  I  understand  it,  to  imply  making 
the  payments  in  advance  of  performance,  but,  rather,  that  the  allot¬ 
ments  to  the  local  areas  be  made  in  advance  of  determination  of 
performance. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  It  says — 

The  funds  made  available  for  payments  to  producers  under  title  III  of  this 
act  shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary  for  allotment  and  payment  in  advance 
of  determination  of  performance  by  producers. 

That  contemplates  you  are  going  to  pay  the  producer  ivhetlier  he 
performs  or  not. 

Mr.  Dice.  We  have  not  understood  it  that  way.  We  assumed  that 
money  would  be  there  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance, 
for  disbursement  after  determination  of  performance. 

Mr.  Pace.  It  means  you  can  turn  it  over  to  the  local  committee, 
but  not  the  producer  himself. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  That  is  correct.  That  is  our  interpretation  of  it. 

Mr.  Pace.  That  is  what  it  says. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  think  if  the  provision  should  stay  in  perhaps  there 
could  be  some  clarification  on  that  point.  The  way  we  have  inter¬ 
preted  it,  you  would  allot  the  funds  and  pass  them  out  to  the  county, 
but  you  would  not  pay  the  producer  until  you  have  definitely  ascer¬ 
tained  whether  or  not  he  was  in  compliance  with  the  conditions  of 
%  T  irogram. 


Mr.  Andresen.  On  pages  22  and  23  of  the  bill  it  looks  to  me  like 
payments  are  provided  in  the  event  there  is  a  “bona  fide  abandonment 
of  planted  acreage  and  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage,  result¬ 
ing  from  drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze,  disease,  or  insects,  which  cause 
such  damage  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  crop  of  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane,”  so  that  a  farmer  would  get  paid  even  though  he  did 
not  produce  a  crop.  This  is  a  sort  of  insurance  as  well. 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


57 


Mr.  Bagwell.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Is  that  covered  in  the  old  law? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Andresen.  If  a  farmer  actually  plants  a  crop  and  it  is  destroyed 
he  gets  his  payment  just  the  same. 

Mr.  Marshall.  He  gets  a  percentage  of  it ;  yes. 

Mr.  Hiil.  He  doesn’t  get  all  the  payment  for  the  crop  the  same  as  the 
man  that  produces  it. 

Mr.  Marshall.  No. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  What  percentage  does  he  get  paid  ? 

Mr  Marshall.  He  gets  paid  on  his  actual  production.  Then  he 
gets  paid  on  the  difference  between  that  and  80  percent  of  his  normal 
production  on  that  acreage,  except  that  on  abandoned  acreage  he  gets 
paid  on  one-third  of  his  normal  production. 

The  Chairman.  Let.  us  go  into  the  interpretation  of  this.  The  way 
you  interpret  it,  the  money  would  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary 
to  the  local  committee  before  there  had  been  any  determination  as  to 
performance,  but  it  would  not  be  paid  to  any  producer  until  after  he 
had  furnished  proof  to  the  county  committee  of  performance;  is'that 
correct ? • 

Mr.  Bagwell.  That  is  our  interpretation  of  it,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  It  seems  to  me  it  does  not  read  exactly  that  way.  I 
believe  if  that  is  the  purpose  of  the  language  you  should  clarify  that 
some. 

Mr.  Poage.  Suppose  he  found  that  this  gave  him  authority  to  pay 
the  farmers  as  soon  as  the  county  committees  got  the  money?  They 
could  make  a  local  decision  and  they  would  be  inclined  to  give  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  doubt  to  the  farmer. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course  they  have  to  give  a  bond.  What  would  be 
the  conditions  of  this  bond  that  is  provided  for  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  The  idea,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  understood  it,  that  one 
member  of  the  county  commitee  would  be  the  certifying  officer,  and 
another  member  would  be  what  we  qall  the  disbursing  officer.  Both 
of  those  people  would  be  bonded  under  the  regulations  to  he  issued 
by  the  Secretary  so  as  to  protect  the  Government. 

The  Chairman.  You  mean  the  condition  of  that  bond  would  be  if 
they  made  a  payment  to  someone  who  was  not  entitled  to  it  the  surety  on 
the  bond  would  be  liable  for  that  payment? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  What  is  the  object  of  turning  it  over  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  before  they  need  the  money? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  think  the  only  point  there,  Mr.  Flannagan,  is  that 
the  Secretary  would  simply  allot  it  and  pass  it  on  out  to  the  county 
committee  for  deposit  in  the  local  bank,  so  the  county  committee  would 
have  the  money  there  readily  available  as  soon  as  they  determine 
whether  or  not  the  farmer  was  in  compliance. 

The  Chairman.  How  has  it  been  done  before?  Did  you  wait  until 
the  Comptroller  General  checked  it  and  compliance  was  proven,  and 
then  receive  a  statement  from  the  county  committee  as  to  the  amounts 
which  would  be  payable  in  that  county  and  then  send  the  fund  out? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  The  way  it  has  been  done  before  is  when  the  appli¬ 
cation  came  into  the  county  office  the  county  committee,  after  de¬ 
termining  whether  or  not  the  farmer  had  complied  with  all  concli- 
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tions,  so  certified  on  the  application,  and  then  the  application  went 
to  the  State  office  of  the  Production  and  Marketing  Administration 
and  they  checked  it  over  to  see  whether  it  was  in  proper  form  and 
had  been  made  out  properly.  Then  the  application  would  go  to  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  a  field  office  of  the  General  Accounting 
Office  for  preaudit,  and  then  when  the  application  had  been  audited 
in  that  manner  it  went  to  a  branch  office  of  the  Treasury  Department, 
disbursing  office ',  for  payment  of  the  check. 

The  Chairman.  And  that  is  the  way  you  do  it  now  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  Tell  me  how  you  would  do  it  under  this  language 
if  it  should  become  part  of  the  law. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Under  this  provision,  as  I  understand  it,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  would  simply  allot  the  money  to  the  counties  in  much  the  same 
fashion  as  he  now  allots  county  association  expense  money  that  is 
obtained,  as  you  gentlemen  know,  in  connection  with  the  agricultural 
conservation  program.  That  money  would  be  deposited  in  local 
banks  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  county  association  money  is 
deposited.  Then  when  the  farmer  files  his  application  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  determines  that  the  farmer  has  complied  with  the  fair  price 
determination,  or  the  payment  of  farm  wages,  or  the  child  labor 
requirement,  and  all  other  requirements  of  the  program,  then  they 
would  certify  his  application  for  payment  and  issue  him  a  check 
at  the  county  level,  drawn  on  the  local  bank. 

The  Chairman.  After  that  the  application  would  go  through  all 
the  channels  as  you  have  explained  before. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  It  would  be  subject  to  postaudit,  as  I  understand, 
by  the  General  Accounting  Office,  just  as  the  applications  are  subject 
to  postaudit  now. 

The  Chairman.  There  would  not  be  any  preaudit  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  No. 

The  Chairman.  You  said  you  had  a  preaudit  now. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes,  we  do  liave  a  preaudit  now. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  there  is  no  preaudit,  then  what  protection  is  there 
for  the  local  committee  on  their  bond  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  The  protection  is  their  earnest  effort  to  do  the  job 
properly,  I  think. 

Mr.  Poage.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  he  could  make  the  conditions  of 
the  bond  so  binding  that  they  actually  would  protect  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  then  the  committee  is  going  to  insist  that  the  General 
Accounting  Office  audit  these  things,  isn’t  it  ?  That  is  the  only  way 
in  the  world  that  they  can  be  protected. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  think  that  is  true. 

Mr.  Poage.  On  the  other  hand,  if  you  did  not  do  that,  you  will 
have  to  make  the  conditions  of  the  bond  so  lenient  that  it  gives  the 
Government  no  protection.  In  other  words,  you  mean  the  man  who 
wrote  the  bond  and  the  bank  would  go  broke.  The  bonding  company 
would  insure  the  deposit  in  the  bank  which  the  Government  has  already 
insured  through  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation,  and  of 
course  we  would  pay  two  insurance  premiums  instead  of  one. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  committee  has  the  same  con¬ 
cern  as  we  have  about  this  payment,  we  would,  of  course,  in  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  such  language,  do  everything  reasonably  possible  to  speed 
up  the  payments  to  the  growers.' 
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Mr.  Flannagan.  Do  yon  think  the  county  committeemen  would 
assume  the  risk  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  We  have  received,  as  far  as  I  know,  no  expression 
from  committeemen  as  to  how  they  feel  about  taking  on  this  responsi¬ 
bility. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  They  are  taking  on  a  great  responsibility  under 
this  language;  they  are  giving  a  bond,  and  if  the  postaudit  shows  they 
made  a  mistake  they  are  liable  on  that  bond. 

Mr.  Worley.  Who  drew  up  this  bill? 

Mr.  Marshall.  This  bill  was  drawn  up  by  a  large  group  of  people. 

Mr.  Poage.  Doesn’t  it  come  down  to  this :  the  condition  of  the  bond 
may  be  that  I  go  fishing  on  Saturday  afternoon,  and  if  I  don’t  go  fish¬ 
ing  Saturday  afternoon  I  violate  that  part  of  the  bond.  It  is  what¬ 
ever  the  Secretary  wants  to  put  in  it. 

Mr.  Worley.  Would  you  tell  us  who  drew  this  bill?  Was  the  pub¬ 
lic  represented  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  It  was  drawn  up  by  a  large  group  of  people,  repre¬ 
senting  primarily  the  domestic  sugar  indust ry^wQX~kijag.  witlL-ueapIain 
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Mr.  Worley. 
culture  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No;  I  would  say  it  was  a  joint  effort. 

Mr.  Gross.  A  little  louder,  please. 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  would  say  the  drafting  was  a  joint  job.  It  was 
discussed  provision  by  provision  out  of  the  old  act.  First  one  and 
then  the  other  did  some  drafting  on  it.  As  to  this  particular  provision 
we  are  talking  about  here,  we  expressed  our  feeling  and  our  concern 
about  it  in  the  beginning  and  have  told  the  other  people  concerned, 
the  domestic-sugar  people,  that  we  would  do  some  further  checking 
with  our  own  fiscal  people  and  see  what  their  position  on  it  was.  We 
have  only  now  been  able  to  get  their  position,  and  it  is  one  of  some 
concern  with  this  type  of  provision. 

Mr.  Worley.  Is  this  the  only  objection  you  have  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  Marshall.  To  the  language  of  the  bill,  that  is  correct.  I  would 
want  to  say,  though,  in  making  that  statement,  from  the  beginning  we 
have  had  numerous  objections,  as  have  any  number  of  people  in  the 
domestic-sugar  group  working  on  it.  It  has  been  a  process  of  discuss¬ 
ing  all  of  those  things  and  trying  to  reach  a  reasonable  agreement  on 
something  which  everyone  would  support.  So  we  have  agreed  to 
certain  provisions  that  were  not  wholly  acceptable  to  us  in  the  be¬ 
ginning,  and  so  have  they. 

Mr.  Worley.  Does  the  State  Department  approve  it.? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  would  not  state  the  position  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  as  one  of  approval  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Worley.  Do  they  know  about  it? 

Mr.  Marshall.  They  know  about  the  general  provisions  of  this 
bill  and  have  indicated  that  they  will  go  along  with  this,  that  it  can 
be  accepted  as  within  the  program  of  the  administration. 

■  Mr.  Worley.  You  say  they  go  along.  You  mean  they  do  so  reluc¬ 
tantly? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  do  not  know  how  reluctantly. 

Mr.  Worley.  Did  they  endorse  it  or  did  they  not? 
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Mr.  Marshall.  I  would  merely  say  it  can  be  stated  that  this  bill 
is  within  the  program  of  the  administration,  which  means  they  are 
not  objecting  to  it. 

Mr.  Pace.  Mr.  Marshall,  in  the  light  of  the  fact  that  this  is  a 
rather  radical  change  in  the  method  of  distributing  the  payment, 
and  in  the  light  of  the  question  of  time,  don’t  you  think  it  would  be 
better  to  retain  the  provision  in  the  present  law  and  let  this  be  a 
matter  of  separate  study  by  the  committee  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  We  would  prefer  that,  Mr.  Pace.  We  would  prefer 
to  continue  the  procedure  as  it  has  been  and  to  do  anything  we  can  to 
speed  it  up  within  that  procedure. 

Mr.  Hill.  Have  you  any  other  payments  and  any  other  plans  of 
farm  organization  or  farm  production  that  you  have  used  quite  similar 
plans  as  suggested  by  section  403? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  Bagwell  can  answer  that,  Mr.  Hill. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Mr.  Hill,  I  did  not  work  on  this  particular  pro¬ 
gram,  but  my  understanding  was  the  dairy  feed  payments  during 
the  war  were  handled  at  the  county  level. 

Mr.  Hill.  Did  you  have  any  particular  trouble? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  None  that  I  have  heard  of,  although  I  would  not  be 
in  a  position  to  answer  that  question. 

Mr.  Hill.  Let  me  ask  you  this  question.  The  last  three  lines  of 
that  section — 

That  members  of  such  committees  shall  give  bond  in  such  sum  and  under  such 
regulations  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe — 

It  looks  to  me  like  that  protects  the  Secretary  and  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States.  The  argument  that  this  must  all  be  done  at  top 
level  does  not  hold  water.  We  have  got  to  turn  more  responsibility 
back  to  the  local  committee. 

You  are  not  dealing  with  fly-bv-night  committees  here;  you  are 
dealing,  in  the  sugarcane  and  beet  industry,  with  men  who  have  been 
in  the  business  for  years  and  years.  It  takes  particular  equipment 
and  is  a  particular  type  of  farming.  As  far  as  1  am  concerned,  I  am 
not  a  bit  afraid,  knowing  a  lot  of  these  committees  as  I  do,  but  what 
in  many  instances  they  might  be  tougher  than  the  folks  at  the  top. 
They  know  the  farmers  and  know  the  peculiarities  of  growing  the 
sugarcane  and  beets. 

I  do  not  see  why  you  need  to  be  exercised  over  section  403.  I  think 
the  men  at  the  grass  roots  have  got  to  assume  the  responsibility.  I 
think  that  would  be  much  more  sensible  than  to  start  to  mutilate  the 
bill  this  late  in  the  day.  I  cannot  see  why  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  cannot  say,  “If  we  want  to.  we  will  write  real  restrictions  on 
line  10  and  11.” 

These  are  permanent  committees.  There  is  no  change  in  the  farm¬ 
ers  in  our  territory.  I  cannot  speak  for  the  sugarcane  growers,  but 
the  sugar-beet  growers  are  permanent  men  in  the  community.  Sugar 
beets  are  grown  on  this  land  as  long  as  40  years.  Even  the  folks  that 
perform  the  labor  on  the  farm  come  back  year  after  year  to  the  same 
community  and  work  for  the  same  farmer. 

Some  of  us  get  the  idea  this  is  a  fly-by-night  business.  Far  from  it. 
Why  should  any  committee  want  to  pay  a  farmer  when  they  know 
there  is  a  question  of  doubt  based  on  personality?  In  our  territory  I 
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don’t  know  a  farmer  committee  that  would  pay  these  farmers  unless 
they  faithfully  performed  their  contract. 

So  you  really  cast  suspicion  on  the  honesty  of  these  farmers  when 
you  come  before  the  committee  and  say — or  anyone  does — that  you 
wonder  how  they  conduct  this  business. 

I  am  sure  the  gentleman  from  Utah,  who  knows  the  farmers  that 
grow  beets  in  that  territory,  will  substantiate  every  word  I  say. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  That  is  not  the  question.  Here  is  a  committee 
that  acts  without  a  preaudit;  then  the  postaudit  shows  they  made  a 
mistake  and  overpaid.  Having  acted  in  good  faith,  having  done  the 
best  job  they  could,  they  are  going  to  be  found  by  the  postaudit  to 
have  made  a  mistake.  Are  they  going  to  be  liable  for  that  ? 

Mr.  Worley.  You  are  in  much  better  shape  to  place  it  in  the  county 
committee  than  you  are  to  place  it  in  Washington. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  You  are  making  them  liable. 

Mr.  Hill.  Let  them  be  liable.  I  guarantee  to  you  no  farmer  would 
refuse  to  accept  that  responsibility.  Some  farmers  have  waited  6 
months  for  the  moiiey.  They  need  the  money.  They  are  trying  to 
balance  their  accounts.  They  couldn’t  do  it  because  they  haven’t  got 
their  payments.  It  is  pretty  tough.  You  are  never  going  to  work 
these  programs  out  successfully  until  you  make  the  local  men  respon¬ 
sible.  Let  us  put  a  little  responsibility  on  their  shoulders. 

The  Chairman.  They  will  have  to  hire  a  couple  of  good  lawyers 
to  make  sure  they  are  following  the  law.  Whether  a  man  is  entitled 
to  payment  or  not  is  not  finally  decided  by  the  county  committee;  it 
is  decided  by  the  Comptroller  of  the  United  States. 

-  Mr.  Hill.  Not  unless  there  is  a  lawsuit  or  question  about  it. 

The  Chairman.  Suppose  the  Comptroller  General  comes  back  and 
says,  “This  claim  is  disallowed” ;  where  is  the  county  committee 
going  to  be  ? 

Mr.  Hill.  I  don’t  see  where  you  are  going  to  get  into  that,  because 
the  county  committees  are  not  acting  on  that  basis.  The  sugar  beet 
passes  out  of  their  possession  just  the  minute  they  load  it  on  the  truck 
and  throw  it- into  the  pile. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  not  a  question  of  fly-by-night. 

Mr.  Hill.  That  is  the  way  it  sounds. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  not  a  question  of  dishonesty,  or  anything  of 
that  kind;  it  is  a  question  of  whether  or  not  the  law  has  been  followed 
in  making  the  payment,  and  the  Comptroller  General  is  the  man  who 
finally  passes  on  that.  If  these  claims  did  not  have  to  be  audited  later 
by  the  Comptroller  General  then  I  think  what  the  gentleman  says 
would  be  true,  as  far  as  the  position  of  the  local  committee  is  con¬ 
cerned;  but  as  long  as  they  do  have  to  have  an  audit,  then  the  local 
committee  can  never  be  sure  until  the  last  audit  comes  through. 

Mr.  Hill.  I  would  like  to  ask  one  more  question.  They  have  had 
a  lot  of  experience  in  dealing  with  the  dairy  industry  on  this  same 
question  and  they  admit  they  have  had  very  little  trouble. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  want  to  make  no  particular  issue 
out  of  it,  except  to  call  your  attention  to  the  change  and  how  our  fiscal 
people  view  it,  and  suggest  you  might  want  to  get  the  view  of  the 
General  Accounting  Office  on  that  provision. 
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The  Chairman.  AVe  have  all  the  information  we  want  now.  The 
committee  can  dispose  of  the  question  in  executive  session.  If  there 
are  no  more  questions  on  that  point,  let  us  pass  to  the  next  one. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  would  like  to  have  him  explain  just  what  constitutes 
compliance. 

Mr.  Dice.  Under  this  bill  compliance  would  be  achieved  by  refrain¬ 
ing  from  the  employment  of  child  labor,  and  by  planting  within  the 
acreage  allotment  or  proportionate  share  that  may  be  assigned  to  the 
farm.  That  would  constitute  compliance  with  the  conditions  for 
payment. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  about  wages? 

Mr.  Dice.  That  is  not  included  in  this  hill. 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  AVhat  do  you  mean  by  “child  labor”? 

Mr.  Dice.  The  provision  of  section  301  (a)  is  that  no  child  under 
the  age  of  14  years  shall  have  been  employed  in  the  production  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane — the  production,  cultivation,  or  harversting  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane. 

Mr.  AVorley.  AATithin  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Dice.  That  applies  in  all  the  domestic  areas. 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  Don’t  you  leave  that  to  the  farm  family  to  decide? 

Mr.  Dice.  It  includes  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico.  That  is  a  condition 
for  payment  in  any  one  of  the  domestic  areas,  including  Puerto  Rico 
and  Hawaii.  And  in  addition  to  that,  that  no  child  between  the  ages 
of  14  and  16  years  shall  be  employed  more  than  8  hours  in  any  one 
day. 

Mr.  Hill.  That  is  a  provision  of  the  old  law. 

Mr.  Dice.  That  is  identical  to  the  provision  in  the  old  law. 

Air.  Hill.  And  it  has  worked  very  well  and  you  have  had  very  little 
objection  to  that. 

Mr.  Dice.  I  think  that  is  correct,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  If  there  are  no  more  questions  on  that  point  let  us 
pass  on  to  some  of  the  other  provisions. 

Air.  Marshall,  in  title  II,  section  201,  there  has  been  quite  a  change 
made  with  reference  to  the  quota  provision.  I  would  like  to  have  you 
explain  the  change  that  is  made  there  as  compared  with  the  present  law. 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  major  change,  Air.  Chairman,  was  to  omit  a 
provision  in  the  old  law,  or  in  the  present  law,  which  said  that  the 
consumption  estimate  in  no  case  would  be  less  than  the  specified  per 
capita  consumption,  and  in  the  last  act  I  believe  that  was  the  average 
v/ per  capita  consumption  for  the  2-year  period  of  1937-38.  That  has 
been  omitted. 

One  rather  new  factor,  and  I  believe  more  than  one  new  factor,  has 
been  added.  One  of  the  new  factors  that  has  been  added  is  that  the 
Secretary,  in  making  this  determination,  must  take  into  considera¬ 
tion — in  establishing  the  consumption  level  he  must  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  relationship  between  the  price  at  wholesale  for  refined 
sugar  that  would  result  from  his  determination  and  the  general  cost 
of  living  in  the  United  States,  as  compared  to  that  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  wholesale  price  for  sugar  and  the  cost  of  living  during  1947 — 
this  year — prior  to  the  termination  of  price  control. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  have  any  figures  which  would  indicate  the 
difference  that  would  be  secured  by  applying  each  of  the  two  methods, 
as  far  as  prices  are  concerned? 
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Mr.  Marshall.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  First  I  think  I  should  add 
there  afe  some  other  additional  factors  that  we  must  take  into  con¬ 
sideration,  such  as  the  level  and  trend  of  consumer  purchasing  power. 

About  the  only  comparison  we  can  make  is  to  use  this  factor  and 
apply  it  to  the  past  and  see  what  kind  of  pricebhat  factor  alone  would 
result  in  as  compared  with  the  price  that  did  exist. 

The  Chairman.  What  was  the  reason  for  making  the  change  ?  W  as 
the  old  formula  unsatisfactory  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  As  I  understand  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason  why 
the  domestic  sugar  people  are  desirous  of  that  change  is  they  feel  the 
old  factor  did  not  reflect  quite  as  high  a  price  as  it  should  have,  be¬ 
cause  if  that  factor  had  been  in  existence  during  the  prewar  period  it 
would  have  resulted  in  a  slightly  higher  price.  I  think  it  isn’t  just 
that  fact,  however ;  it  is  also  that  they  are  fearful  that  the  old  minimum 
which  was  in  there  on  the  1937-38  per  capita  consumption  could,  under 
certain  circumstances  of  depressed  incomes,  result  in  a  very  low  price 
for  sugar,  if  the  estimate  had  to  reflect  102  pounds  raw  value  per 
capita,  which  is  the  old  standard. 

The  Chairman.  What  was  the  average  prewar  consumption  of 
sugar  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  2-year  period  that  was  used  in  the  present 
act,  1937-38,  was  102.64  pounds  per  capita.  A  longer  term  prewar 
figure,  a  5-year  figure,  I  think,  is  about  the  same — about  103  pounds 
raw  value  per  capita. 

The  Chairman.  Has  the  trend  in  normal  times  been  up  or  down, 
as  far  as  per  capita  consumption  is  concerned  ? 

-  Mr.  Marshall.  Over  a  considerable  period  it  was  up,  and  I  believe 
it  did  not  change  very  much  during  the  thirties,  but  going  back  prior 
to  the  First  World  War  and  coming  to  the  thirties  it  was  upward. 

The  Chairman.  I  asked  you  awhile  ago,  and  you  haven’t  had  a 
chance  to  answer  the  question  yet,  as  to  just  how  much  of  a  change 
this  would  make  in  the  price  of  sugar  and  the  price  to  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Dice  has  worked  out  some 
figures  here  which  we  used  for  the  purpose  of  our  discussions  on  this 
provision.  I  would  like  to  ask  him  to  just  review  those  figures 
briefly  for  you.  if  you  will. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  every  member  of  the  committee  has  a 
copy  of  that  table. 

Mr.  Hill.  I  cannot  interpret  the  line  which  shows  how  much  the 
change  would  have  been  if  you  use  the  formula  for  1947-46,  or  1945; 
how  much  it  would  have  increased  the  cost  of  sugar  to  the  ultimate 
consumer.  Which  line  would  that  be  on? 

Mr.  Dice.  You  can  get  the  comparison  of  the  price  of  sugar  on 
the  first  line. 

Mr.  Hill.  That  is  the  wholesale  price  of  sugar. 

Mr.  Dice.  We  worked  this  out  for  3  years.  The  actual  wholesale 
price  of  sugar,  net  cash  exclusive  of  the  excise  tax,  is  shown  as 
$3.94  in  1938,  $3.96  in  1939,  and  $4.16  in  1940.  If  the  price  had  been 
set  reflecting  the  ratio  that  existed  thus  far  in  1947  between  the 
ivholesale  price  of  sugar  and  the  cost  of  living  as  reflected  by  the 
consumer  price  index,  the  price  would  then  be  $4.62  in  1938,  $4.65 
in  1939,  and  $4.79  in  1940. 


64 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  194S 


Mr.  Pace.  It  means  if  you  used  the  formula  in  the  present  bill, 
those  would  have  been  the  prices? 

Mr.  Dice.  If  you  used  that  formula  exclusively  in  determining 
the  consumption  factor  and  attempted  to  make  a  consumption  esti¬ 
mate  which  would  result  in  that  price,  that  would  be  correct.  These 
other  factors  might  have  the  effect  of  resulting  in  some  different 
price. 

Mr.  Pace.  In  other  words,  this  raised  the  cost  about  half  a  cent. 

Mr.  Marshall.  It  would  be,  as  Mr.  Dice  says,  if  that  factor  alone 
had  been  used  in  determining  the  price.  This  language  lists  that 
as  one,  I  believe,  of  six  or  seven  factors  that  must  be  taken  into 
consideration.  Among  the  factors  that  must  be  taken  into  considera¬ 
tion  is  the  consumption  of  the  previous  year,  and  also  the  change 
in  the  population. 

Mr.  Poage.  Were  not  those  other  factors  all  in  the  old  law? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Not  all  of  them.  The  level  and  trend  of  con¬ 
sumer  purchasing  power  was  not  in  the  old  law. 

The  Chairman.  What  do  you  mean  by  “level  and  trend  of  con¬ 
sumer  purchasing  power”?  How  are  you  going  to  apply  it  when 
the  time  comes  that  you  have  to  fix  a  quota?  What  would  you  do? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  cannot  tell  you,  of  course,  in 
detail.  We  can  merely  give  you  or  best  offhand  present  ideas  on 
that.  We  would  have  to  make  some  studies  before  this  goes  into 
effect  as  to  what  the  relationship  has  been  between  per  capita  con¬ 
sumption  of  sugar  and  per  capita  purchasing  power  in  this  coun¬ 
try  to  determine  what  effect  an  increase  or  decrease  of  purchasing 
power  has  on  the  consumption  of  sugar  after  other  factors  are  taken 
into  consideration,  and  then  try  to  give  that  its  proper  weighting 
in  determining  a  price. 

The  Chairman.  Have  you  made  any  studies  on  that?  I  see  that 
another  provision  in  this  bill  says  you  have  to  establish  quotas 
within  10  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  act.  You  will  have 
to  make  some  studies  now. 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  act  will  not  become  effective  until  January 
1 — there  is  a  provision  toward  the  end  to  that  effect — so  we  have 
about  6  months  to  try  to  get  ready  for  that. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  Do  we  have  to  clear  that  with  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  Unless  you  want  to  run  the  risk  of  a  veto. 

Mr.  Hill.  Congress  can  pass  it  over  the  veto. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  That  affects  the  interests  of  the  United  States. 
We  have  two  or  three  representatives  of  the  State  Department  on 
this  committee  that  want  to  know  if  it  cleared  with  them  or  whether 
they  approve. 

Mr.  Marshall.  If  you  refer  to  the  International  Emergency  Food 
Council— — 

Mr.  Clevenger.  Every  time  we  have  a  question  raised  in  the  United 
States  they  want  to  know  if  the  State  Department  has  cleared  it.  So  I 
am  wondering  if  the  State  Department,  the  Commerce  Department, 
Agriculture,  and  all  of  the  top  employees  of  the  United  States  have 
cleared  it. 

Mr.  Pace.  In  raising  the  question  of  the  attitude  of  the  State  De¬ 
partment,  that  isn’t  comparable  to  the  question  that  will  be  raised 
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every  hour  if  you  have  the  International  Trade  Organization.  That 
is  a  superorganization.  The  practice  of  asking  the  Chief  of  the  State 
Department  isn’t  half  of  what  you  would  have  there. 

Mr.  Hill.  My  question  is  this:  You  have  the  wholesale  price  of 
sugar  listed  here,  but  the  question  that  enters  my  mind  is  how  much 
of  that  increase  in  the  wholesale  price  of  sugar  listed  here  would  be 
reflected  in  the  price  the  consumer  would  pay?  In  other  words,  fol¬ 
lowing  it  right  straight  through  to  the  consumer,  it  seems  to  me  that 
is  what  you  have  done  here  when  you  say  in  the  last  two  lines  of 
section  201 — 

prior  to  the  termination  of  price  control  of  sugar  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’ 
Price  Index  as  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

So,  after  all,  you  are  going  to  consider  what  the  ultimate  consumer 
would  pay  for  the  sugar.  What  percentage  of  increase  would  the 
housewife  have  to  absorb  if  you  change  it  over  and  figure  it  as  you 
have  planned  it  in  this  bill  ? 

Mr.  Dice.  Presumably,  sir.  the  retail  price  of  sugar,  figuring  back 
to  this  period,  would  have  been  up  by  about  as  much  as  the  wholesale 
price  would  have  been  up.  Presumably  there  would  not  have  been 
any  increase  in  the  margin  of  the  wholesaler  or  the  margin  of  the 
retailer  and  it  would  have  resulted  then,  had  this  factor  exclusively 
been  used,  in  a  price  approximately  a  half  cent  higher. 

Mr.  Hill.  You  say  a  half  a  cent.  You  mean  on  100  pounds? 

Mr.  Dice.  Half  a  cent  a  pound  or  50  cents  a  hundred  pounds.  These 
prices  are  stated  for  100  pounds,  $3.94  a  hundred. 

Mr.  Hill.  It  would  not  make  much  difference  in  the  total  amount 
of  the  food  budget  of  the  housewife  if  she  paid  50  cents  a  hundred 
more  for  sugar.  How  much  would  that  be  in  the  course  of  the  year 
figuring  four  to  the  family?  It  would  be  50  cents,  Mr.  Gillie  says,  for 
the  whole  year,  divided  by  four. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Fifty  cents  multiplied  by  four.  The  consumption 
is  a  little  over  100  pounds  per  capita. 

Mr.  Hill.  A  dollar  a  year. 

Mr.  Marshall.  $2  for  a  family  of  four. 

Mr.  Hill.  $2  for  a  family  of  four  for  a  year. 

Mr.  Granger.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Granger. 

Mr.  Granger.  Coming  back  to  the  consumption,  which  way  would 
it  affect  the  price  of  sugar  whether  it  was  high  or  low  consumption? 
Would  high  consumption  lower  the  price  or  raise  it? 

Mi-.  Marshall.  If  at  any  given  time  we  were  talking  about  a  higher 
consumption  estimate  or  lower  consumption  estimate,  of  course  the 
higher  the  estimate,  the  higher  the  amount  of  sugar  to  be  distributed, 
the  lower  the  price  would  be,  and  vice  versa. 

The  Chairman.  The  price  would  be  determined  by  the  ratio  be¬ 
tween  the  estimated  consumption  and  the  actual  consumption,  would 
it  not  ? 

Mr.  Dice.  The  other  factors,  the  level  of  consumer  purchasing 
power  at  the  time  would,  of  course,  have  a  bearing  on  the  level  of 
consumption  at  any  given  price:  or,  stated  alternatively,  would  have 
a  bearing  on  the  price  at  any  given  total  consumption  requirement. 
It  is  very  difficult  to  state  in  very  specific  and  definite  terms  the  exact 
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circumstances  under  which  you  would  arrive  at  a  particular  price, 
but  with  a  high  level  of  purchasing  power  of  course  more  sugar  would 
be  consumed  in  this  country  at,  say,  the  present  price  of  8 *4  cents  a 
pound  than  would  be  consumed  at  a  relatively  lower  level  of  purchas¬ 
ing  power. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  true,  but  if  you  fix  a  quota  here,  we  will  say, 
of  8,000,000  tons  and  for  some  reason,  no  matter  what  it  is,  whether 
it  is  purchasing  power  or  something  else,  the  consumptive  demand  is 
only  for  7,000,000  tons,  then  your  price  is  going  to  go  down. 

Mr.  Dice.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Whether  you  put  the  price  exactly  where  you  think 
you  would  put  it,  it  is  going  to  depend  on  how  nearly  the  consumptive 
demand  actually  approaches  your  estimate  in  fixing  the  quota;  isn’t 
that  true? 

Mr.  Dice.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Now  you  say  on  the  basis  of  using  just  this  one 
factor  you  would  get  the  figures  which  have  been  furnished  us  on  this 
statement. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  You  did  not  use  any  other  figure,  or  any  other  fac¬ 
tors  that  are  contained  in  this  draft  in  arriving  at  those  figures? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No,  sir;  we  did  not  have  time  to  do  that.  Now  what 
you  would  have  to  do  in  making  this  type  of  estimate  would  be  to  take 
the  other  factors  and  make  studies  of  the  relationshinp  between  con¬ 
sumer  purchasing  power  and  price  of  sugar  and  determine  what  the 
relationship  of  this  would  be  to  that.  Also  determine  what  quantity  of 
sugar  was  consumed  last  year  and  whether  or  not  this  price  would 
likely  result  in  less  or  more  consumption  than  that,  and  give  some 
weighting  to  that  factor  accordingly.  It  just  hasn’t  been  possible  for 
us  to  work  it  out  in  the  time  available. 

We  were  considerably  concerned  about  this  provision  when  we  first 
discussed  it,  because  it  was  given  more  weight.  After  very  consider¬ 
able  discussion  and  after  putting  it  in  as  merely  one  of  the  seven  factors 
to  be  considered  we  felt  we  could  work  out  a  consumption  estimate 
under  those  circumstances  that  would  be  reasonably  accurate. 

The  Chairman.  There  isn’t  anything  in  the  biil  to  determine  how 
much  weight  you  are  to  give  to  each  one  of  these  factors  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  There  is  nothing  in  the  bill  to  determine  that;  no 
sir.  It  merely  says  we  should  take  these  seven  factors  into  considera¬ 
tion. 

The  Chairman.  It  really  leaves  it  pretty  much  to  the  Secretary, 
when  you  come  right  down  to  it.  He  does  not  have  to  give  any  particu¬ 
lar  weight  to  any  one  of  the  factors.  That  is  pretty  much  in  the 
hands  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  State 
Department. 

The  Chairman.  We  haven’t  gotten  to  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Mr.  Marshall.  As  I  see  the  provision,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  just 
what  it  does.  He  does  have  to  take  all  these  things  into  consideration, 
but  there  are  so  many  others  that,  after  all,  about  the  thing  he  has 
to  do  is  to  decide  what  price  for  sugar  will  reasonably  maintain  the 
domestic  industry  and  at  the  same  time  be  fair  to  consumers,  and  work 
it  out  on  that  level. 
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The  Chairman.  These  figures  you  have  given  then  do  not  have 
really  much  value,  do  they,  as  indicating  what  the  use  of  this  formula 
might  bring  out  in  the  way  of  quota  as  compared  to  the  use  of  the  old 
formula  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No;  those  particular  figures  have  no  value  except 
to  show  you  what  one  of  the  seven  factors  might  result  in,  and  it  means 
nothing  at  all  until  we  work  out  the  other  six  factors. 

Mr.  P  ace.  What  particular  person  or  group  of  persons  wrote  this 
formula?  Certainly  they  had  some  figures  to  guide  them.  Did  Mr. 
Shields  prepare  it  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  domestic  sugar  people  had  a  quite  different 
provision  than  this  to  propose  to  us  in  the  beginning.  It  did  give 
some  more  weight,  or  indicated  that  more  emphasis  was  to  be  given 
to  this  relationship  than  is  shown  here.  We  did  not  like  that,  because 
we  did  not  think  we  should  tie  it  to  one  factor  of  that  kind,  not 
knowing  what  might  happen  to  that  relationship  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Pace.  But  you  are  not  telling  us  what  is  going  to  happen  to 
us  on  these  seven  factors  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  That  is  correct.  We  cannot  tell  you  in  advance 
what  the  factors  will  result  in.  As  I  see  it,  it  will  put  us  right  back 
to  where  we  were  under  the  old  act,  except  we  do  not  have  the  minimum 
quantity  based  on  a  previous  average  per  capita  consumption  level. 

Mr.  Pace.  Do  you  think  anybody  could  give  us  the  answer  to  the 
application  of  these  several  factors  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  think  so.  I  think  about  the  only 
answer  they  can  give  you  is  it  is  up  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
taking  these  things  into  consideration.  As  I  see  it,  these  things  merely 
mean  that  the  Secretary  cannot  just  arbitrarily  make  a  determination 
of  what  the  price  of  sugar  ought  to  be.  He  has  got  to  be  able  to  show 
that  he  has  reasonably  taken  into  consideration  these  several  factors 
and  show  that  he  has  done  about  the  best  job  possible  of  taking  those 
several  factors  into  consideration  and  arriving  at  a  price  of  sugar  that 
is  fair  to  the  domestic  industry  and  to  the  consumers. 

Mr.  Pace.  You  mean  he  would  be  perfectly  free  to  weigh  those 
factors  as  his  discretion  dictates?  , 

Mr.  Marshall.  As  I  read  the  bill,  sir,  he  would  be. 

Mr.  Pace.  Each  factor  under  this  language  would  not  be  required 
to  have  a  certain  weight  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Pace.  Is  there  anything  that  says  each  factor  shall  not  be 
equally  weighed  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  There  is  nothing. 

Mr.  Pace.  Would  it  not  be  a  reasonable  construction,  if  you  have 
six  factors  to  consider,  that  you  should  give  each  of  them  equal  weight? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  would  not  say,  sir,  because  on  factor  might  be 
more  important  than  the  other.  For  example,  the  level  of  consumer 
purchasing  power  would  be  more  important  than  the  desirable  change 
in  the  inventories  of  sugar. 

,  Mr.  Flannagan.  Don’t  you  think  until  we  know  what  these  dif¬ 
ferent  factors  will  approximately  add  up  we  are  not  in  a  position  to 
decide?  We  don’t  know  where  we  will  wind  up.  I  imagine  someone 
has  got  a  pretty  good  idea  as  to  what  the  factors  will  add  up  to  or  they 
would  not  have  put  them  in  this  bill. 
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Mr.  Marshall.  I  do  not  think  they  could  have  had  any  pretty  good 
idea  of  how  they  could  come  out. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Are  we  going  to  legislate  in  the  dark  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  was  merely  saying  that  the  determination  shall 
be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  All  right.  What  is  this  taking  into  consideration 
of  these  factors  going  to  add  up  to?  You  admit  you  only  took  into 
consideration  one  factor. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  What  is  it  going  to  add  up  to  ?  Don’t  you  think 
the  committee  should  have  that  information  before  we  pass  upon  this 
provision? 

Mr.  Dice.  I  do  not  believe  there  is  anything  specific  that  we  can  give 
you  on  that  point.  It  may  pretty  well  be  that  conditions  existing  as 
of  the  time  this  consumption  estimate  may  be  made,  in  the  first  10 
days  of  1948,  maybe  quite  different,  probably  will  be  quite  different, 
than  the  conditions  that  may  exist  a  year  later. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  That  is  quite  true,  but  I  do  think  you  should  work 
up  a  table  showing  as  to  what  it  would  be  as  of  today.  We  ought  to 
have  some  yardstick. 

Mr.  Dice.  One  of  the  things  which  shows  it  is  extremely  difficult 
to  work  up  something  up  to  date  is  the  fact  that  we  haven’t  a  repre¬ 
sentative  period  of  consumption  prior  to  the  making  of  the  determina¬ 
tion.  Now  at  the  end  of  this  year  we  will  have  a  little  more  repre¬ 
sentative  period,  although  the  distribution  for  the  major  portion  of 
this  year  will  still  have  been  under  control.  We  will  have  more  infor¬ 
mation  with  respect  to  the  actual  demand  for  sugar  at  the  present 
price. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Will  it  raise  or  lower  the  price  of  sugar  when  you 
take  into  consideration  all  thes^  matters? 

Mr.  Marshall.  We  can’t  answer  that. 

Mr.  Dice.  Beg  pardon,  Mr.  Flannagan? 

Mr.  Flannagan.  What  is  going  to  happen  to  the  price  of  sugar 
when  you  take  into  consideration  all  these  factors  ?  Is  it  going  up  or 
down  ?  . 

Mr.  Dice.  I  do  not  believe  that  question  can  be  answered  specifi¬ 
cally.  I  would  venture  the  personal  opinion  that  it  probably  would 
not  go  up. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  It  would  not  go  up? 

Mr.  Dice.  Probably  not.  But  again  the  level  and  trend  of  con¬ 
sumer  purchasing  power  toward  the  end  of  this  year,  the  consumer 
price  index,  the  general  cost  of  living  by  that  time,  the  evidence  we 
have  as  to  inventories  of  sugar  and  the  desire  on  the  part  of  the  trade 
to  build  up  inventories,  may  all  have  a  bearing  on  that  determination. 
So  that  for  us  to  say  that  the  price  will  be  higher  or  lower,  or  will 
be  at  some  specific  level,  will  be  extremely  difficult. 

The  Chairman.  If  we  have  a  recession  between  now  and  January  1, 
that  would  change  tremendously  the  figures  that  you  might  work  out 
now,  wouldn’t  it? 

Mr.  Dice.  I  should  think  it  would  have  quite  an  effect  on  it.  s 

Mr.  Flannagan.  What  effect  would  that  have?  i 

Mr.  Dice.  When  he  says  if  we  have  a  recession,  I  presume  rha 
would  be  reflected  in  the  decline  of  consumer  purchasing  power.  Per 
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haps  it  also  might  be  reflected  in  a  general  decline  of  prices.  It  is 
difficult  to  say,  because  other  factors  affect  that.  It  may  very  well 
be  that  the  demand  for  sugar  will  decline  in  the  event  of  a  recession, 
and  taking  all  of  those  factors  into  consideration,  the  price  that  might 
result  from  a  given  estimate  of  consumption,  or  given  availability  of 
sugar,  might  be  lower  than  it  would  have  been  had  the  same  estimate 
of  consumption  been  made  with  generally  higher  costs  and  higher 
demand. 

Mr.  Poage.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  haven’t  forgotten,  although  I  know  a  lot  of  us  would 
like  to  forget,  all  about  several  years  ago  when  we  were  fixing  ceilings 
on  a  lot  of  commodities  and,  in  effect,  fixing  agricultural  prices,  that 
Congress  passed  legislation  that  no  ceiling  should  be  fixed  lower  than 
it  was  on  a  certain  date.  There  was  some  wording  put  in  the  bill 
giving  the  Secretary  authority  to  “adjust  for  seasonal  variations.” 
I  recall  very  vividly  that  in  the  case  of  one  particular  commodity, 
grapefruit,  the  price  was  something  over  $2  a  box  on  the  date  men¬ 
tioned.  The  law  said  very  plainly  the  Secretary  could  not  fix  ceilings 
lower  than  the  price  on  that  specific  date,  yet  they  fixed  the  price  I 
believe  at  70  cents  a  box  and  told  us  that  was  done  because  it  was 
adjusted  for  seasonal  variations. 

Isn’t  this  clause  in  here  about  the  relationship,  or  about  “the  level 
and  trend  of  consumer  prices,”  isn’t  that  just  about  as  vague  and  just 
about  as  well  calculated  to  enable  the  Department  to  do  anything  in  the 
world  it  pleases  as  that  clause  about  being  adjusted  for  seasonal  varia¬ 
tions  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  Poage,  I  would  say,  as  I  see  it,  this  doesn’t  put 
the  determination  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  any  more  than  the 
old  act.  It  just  adds  some  additional  factors  he  must  take  into  con¬ 
sideration,  and  since  he  has  got  to  publish  his  findings  in  the  Federal 
Register,  he  has  got  to  work  out  something  that  is  reasonable  informa¬ 
tion.  The  only  change,  except  for  those  additional  factors  he  must  take 
into  consideration,  is  the  removal  of  a  minimum  estimate  that  he  must 
make. 

Mr.  Poage.  He  may  have  worked  it  out  all  right  in  the  past  and  he 
may  work  it  out  all  right  in  the  future.  I  must,  however,  say  he  did  not 
work  it  out  fairly,  in  my  opinion,  as  to  a  good  many  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  in  the  days  of  price  control.  For  instance  he  put  a  different 
figure  and  a  much  lower  figure  on  snap  beans  in  Texas  than  he  did  in 
Arkansas.  As  long  as  we  leave  it  open  to  that  sort  of  thing,  isn’t  this 
Congress  to  blame  if  at  any  future  date  any  Secretary  of  Agriculture — 
Anderson  won’t  be  Secretary  forever — if  any  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  ever  imposes  an  unfair  determination?  Wouldn’t  that  be  our 
fault  because  we  have  left  the  door  wide  open? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  will  say,  Mr.  Poage,  no  one  would  be  happier  than 
we  would  be  if  it  were  possible  for  you  to  write  a  formula  saying  exactly 
what  the  price  of  sugar  would  be. 

Mr.  Granger.  Mr.  Marshall,  you  say  you  are  just  adding  some  new 
things  to  be  considered.  Under  the  old  law  there  was  no  way  of  deter¬ 
mining  exactly  how  it  would  work,  was  there? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No,  sir. 


70 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


Mr.  Granger.  The  only  thing  this  does  is  add  some  more  factors  to 
be  considered  that  might  make  it  a  little  more  indefinite,  isn’t  that 
right  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  wouldn’t  say  it  would  make  it  more  indefinite.  It 
adds  some  more  things  we  have  to  take  into  consideration.  It  is  about 
the  same  degree  of  indefiniteness,  perhaps,  as  before. 

Mr.  Granger.  I  did  not  want  to  say  it  would  make  it  more  indefinite ; 
I  mean  there  are  more  factors  to  consider  that  would  make  it  more 
difficult  to  determine. 

Mr.  Marshall.  If  you  could  pick  out  a  single  factor,  like  this  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  wholesale  price  of  refined  sugar  and  the  cost  of 
living,  of  course  you  can  measure  that  one.  That  is  the  reason  we  have 
given  you  this  figure. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  cannot  measure  that  single  factor  about  trends, 
though,  can  you? 

Mr.  Marshall.  We  cannot  as  of  now.  We  will  have,  of  course,  to 
do  a  lot  of  work  on  that,  to  determine  what  the  relationships  have  been 
there  and  see  to  what  extent  there  is  an  effect  on  the  price  of  sugar. 

Mr.  Poage.  Wouldn’t  that  work  this  way,  if  I  understand  that  word 
“trend” ;  it  simply  works  to  the  extent  that  if  people  are  going  to  buy 
a  lot  of  sugar  the  price  goes  up,  the  more  they  buy  the  more  the  price 
goes  up,  and  it  has  a  continuing  tendency  to  run  the  price  up? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  would  say,'  Mr.  Poage,  if  we  had  a  high  level  of 
consumer  purchasing  power  it  probably  would  be  associated  with  a 
higher  level  of  prices  in  general,  which  means  in  keeping  with  that  you 
would  expect  a  higher  price  for  sugar.  • 

Mr.  Poage.  Isn’t  there  any  way  you  could  arrive  at  something  like 
a  parity  formula  which  would  say  that  the  price  of  sugar  would  be 
dependent  upon  the  general  level  of  prices  of  other  commodities? 

Mr.  Marshall.  You  can  tie  it  to  any  type  of  function  if  you  can 
just  find  the  case  which  you  think  has  some  relation. 

Mr.  Hill.  I  do  not  believe  you  can  direct  the  sugar  economy  the  same 
way  as  other  agricultural  products.  The  price  of  sugar  in  the  United 
States  is  more  or  less  determined  by  what  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
says  he  is  going  to  pay  for  the  Cuban  sugar. 

Mr.  Poage.  Maybe  I  misunderstood  the  whole  thing.  I  understood 
when  we  passed  the  bill  we  were  doing  it  with  the  idea  of  stopping  the 
governmental  purchases  of  Cuban  sugar.  Are  you  going  to  continue 
that  ? 

Mr.  Hill.  How  much  sugar  does  the  United  States  produce  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  volume  of  consumption  of  sugar  in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  talking  about  the  United  States  Government  buying 
the  Cuban  crop. 

Mr.  Hill.  They  have  already  bought  the  sugar  crop  for  the  next 
season’s  delivery,  haven’t  they?  Doesn’t  that  set  the  price  of  sugar 
more  or  less  within  the  boundaries  we  have  got  to  operate  in  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  We  bought  the  1947  crop. 

Mr.  Hill.  Yes ;  and  it  has  a  bearing  on  the  market  of  domestic  sugar 
in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  are  not  expecting  that  to  continue,  are  you  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  We  have  been  delivering  the  1947  crop  since  Jan¬ 
uary.  It  Avill  all  be  delivered  very  shortly,  at  the  end  of  this  year. 
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Mr.  Granger.  Coming  back  to  the  question  of  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  in  determining  what  the  price  would  be,  we  are  not  giving 
him  any  more  authority  than  he  had  under  the  old  act,  are  we? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  do  not  believe  you  are,  Mr.  Granger.  There  is  one 
provision  you  had  in  the  other  act  that  isn’t  here  which  did  say  that 
he  must  set  the  consumption  estimate  which  would  give  an  average 
consumption  equal  to  1937-38.  I  believe  that  would  be  a  little  more 
restrictive  on  him  than  this  is.  But  except  for  that,  he  is  given  no  more 
leeway  than  under  the  other  act. 

Mr.  Granger.  By  and  large,  the  present  Sugar  Act  has  been  prob¬ 
ably  the  best  piece  of  sugar  legislation  we  have  had,  hasn’t  it  ?  It  has 
been  generally  acceptable  to  the  producers  and  processors  and  at  the 
same  time  you  held  down  the  price  of  sugar.  It  has  been  the  cheapest 
commodity  we  have  had  during  the  whole  time  of  the  war,  isn’t  that 
true  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  am  sure  you  can  answer  for  that  better  than  I  can, 
but  that  is  my  general  impression,  yes. 

Mr.  Granger.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  true.  It  has  been  administered 
very  well,  very  satisfactorily  to  the  grower,  the  processor,  and  the 
consumer. 

Mr.  Gross.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Gross. 

Mr.  Gross.  Do  you  believe  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  any¬ 
one  else  can  fix  the  price  of  sugar,  or  any  other  commodity,  that  will 
be  fair  to  the  producer  and  consumer  ?  Just  answer  that  “yes”  or  “no.” 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  would  like  not  to  answer  that  “yes”  or  “no.”  I  am 
sure  he  can  set  a  price  that,  on  the  one  hand,  the  producer  will  say  is 
fair  to  him  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  consumer  will  say  is  unfair  to 
him.  I  think  he  just  has  to  use  his  best  judgment  on  a  compromise 
price  that  seems  to  be  the  most  reasonable  and  do  the  most  equity  to 
both  of  them. 

Mr.  Gross.  It  just  cannot  be  done  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Gross.  You  just  do  the  best  you  can,  but  it  just  cannot  be  done? 

Mr.  Marshall.  To  wholly  satisfy  both  of  them,  no. 

Mr.  Gross.  Don’t  you  believe  the  fact  of  this  whole  business  is  the 
sugar  barons’  buying  the  sugar  and  trying  to  set  up  a  program  here 
that  will  continue  a  profitable  business  for  the  sugar  barons  and  sugar 
monopoly  in  this  country  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  That  is  not  a  simple  question. 

Mr.  Gross.  You  can  answer  it  “yes”  or  “no.” 

Mr.  Marshall.  A  simple  answer  of  course  could  be  prescribed,  but 
the  answer  would  have  to  be  “no,”  if  it  is  a  simple  answer. 

Mr.  Gross.  How  is  that  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  answer  is  “no,”  sir. 

Mr.  Gross.  You  don’t  think  that  is  the  case? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No. 

Mr.  Gross.  Some  of  us  thought  maybe  it  was. 

Mr.  Dice.  I  think  another  way  of  answering  your  first  question  is 
when  you  have  a  quota  system  under  which  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  must  make  an  estimate  of  consumption  requirements  within  a 
given  year,  and  since  the  relationship  between  the  price  of  sugar,  or 
any  other  commodity,  and  supply  and  demand  for  that  commodity 
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has  a  considerable  relationship,  the  mere  fact  of  determining  the 
consumption  estimate  makes  it  almost  inevitable  that  the  price  will  be 
determirfed  by  the  level  of  that  consumption  estimate  and  these  other 
factors. 

Mr.  Gross.  Do  you  believe  we  should  have  a  quota  system  ? 

Mr.  Dice.  Speaking  for  myself,  I  think  a  quota  system  results  in 
a  stabilized  sugar  industry  here  in  the  United  States  and  in  the  areas 
of  supply,  and  is  a  good  thing. 

Mr.  Gross.  Is  free  enterprise  operating  when  you  have  quota 
systems  ? 

Mr.  Dice.  Well - 

Mr.  Gross.  Just  simply  answer  it  “yes”  or  “no.” 

Mr.  Dice.  Yes,  I  think  it  is. 

Mr.  Gross.  It  is  or  it  is  not? 

Mr.  Dice.  I  think  it  is.  I  think  free  enterprise  is  operating. 

Mr.  Gross.  Free  enterprise  is  operating  when  you  have  a  quota 
system  on  production  of  agricultural  commodities?  Is  the  farmer 
then  operating  in  a  free  enterprise  ? 

Mr.  Dice.  Yes,  I  believe  so. 

Mr.  Gross.  You  believe  so.  I  don’t. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions  on  this  particular 
point  ?  I  would  like  to  ask  one  before  we  leave  it. 

I  am  correct,  as  I  not,  in  my  assumption  that  the  action  taken  by 
the  Secretary  in  making  the  determinations  as  to  quotas  is  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  haven’t  had  an  opportunity  to  study  this  bill  in 
connection  with  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act,  as  it  relates  to 
the  Administrative  Procedures  Act.  I  can  only  express  my  personal 
opinion,  and  in  my  opinion  it  is. 

The  Chairman.  It  would  be  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes.  The  payments  would  not  be,  because  there  is  a 
section  in  here  that  would  make  the  Secretary’s  determination  with 
respect  to  payments  final  and  conclusive.  But  as  to  determination 
under  title  II  relating  to  quotas,  that  would  be  true. 

The  Chairman.  And  it  would  be  subject  to  the  procedure  for  review 
that  exists  in  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions  on  this  particular 
provision?  If  not  I  would  like  to  ask  you  a  question  or  two  about 
section  206. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Before  we  leave  that  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question 
about  section  302  (e)  on  page  8,  which  reads: 

If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign  country  denies  fair  and  equitable 
treatment  to  the  nationals  of  the  United  State,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  in¬ 
dustry,  and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  shall  have  authority  to  with¬ 
hold  or  withdraw  any  increase  in  the  share  of  the  domestic  consumption  require¬ 
ments  provided  for  such  country  by  this  act — 

and  so  forth. 

I  understand  that  Cuba,  for  instance,  has  failed  to  pay  adjudicated 
and  admitted  claims  due  our  nationals  aggregating  around  $8,000,000. 
So  far  the  State  Department  hasn’t  been  able  to  secure  payment.  It 
has  been  suggested,  I  understand,  by  Mr.  English  of  the  State  De- 
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partment  that  on  line  18,  after  the  word  “treatment”  this  language  be 
inserted : 

including  prompt  settlement  of  pecuniary  claims — 

and  on  lines  20  and  21  strike  out  “have  authority  to".  So  that  section 
would  then  read : 

If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign  country  denies  fair  and  equi¬ 
table  treatment,  including  prompt  settlement  of  pecuniary  claims,  to  the  na¬ 
tionals  of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry,  and  so 
notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  or  withdraw  any  increase 
in  the  share  of  the  domestic  consumption  requirements  provided  for  such  country 
by  this  act — 

and  so  forth. 

Has  the  Department  of  Agriculture  any  objections  to  that  change? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  think,  sir.  we  have  no  particular  interest  in  it  one 
way  or  the  other. 

Mr.  FlAnnagan.  I  understand  that  language  has  been  approved  by 
the  Solicitor  of  the  State  Department. 

Mr.  Granger.  Is  it  an  obligation  of  the  Cuban  Government  ? 

Mr.  Flannagan.  That  is  what  I  understand. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  believe  we  ought  to  do  business  with  our  friends  and 
penalize  our  enemies.  We  should  not  use  any  pressure  on  anybody  or 
seek  for  the  United  States  any  advantages  unless  we  confer  advantages 
upon  them. 

Mr.  Pace.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Pace. 

.Mr.  Pace.  Mr.  Marshall,  is  subsection  (e)  broad  enough  to  look 
into  the  future  to  protect  our  Government  and  our  consumers  against 
the  action  of  any  other  government  in  setting  up,  you  might  say,  a 
cartel  or  one  control  agency  to  control  their  sugar  crop  and  through 
that  method  adopt  improper  practices  ?  W ould  this  give  the  Secretary 
the  authority  to  act  in  cases  of  that  kind  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  think,  Mr.  Pace,  the  way  I  would  read  that,  if  our 
people  were  treated  any  differently  than  such  country’s  own  people, 
it  would. 

Mr.  Pace.  It  doesn’t  say  merely  equitable  treatment,  it  says  “fair 
and  equitable  treatment.”  I  think  the  comment  would  apply  to  the 
word  “eqfiitable”  but  it  would  not  apply  to  the  word  “fair.” 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  think  it  would  require  legal  interpretation  of  the 
language  which  I  wouldn’t  be  able  to  give. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  In  my  opinion,  Mr.  Pace,  the  language  would  be 
broad  enough  to  do  so.  You  appreciate  this  section  relates  only  to 
any  increase  they  get  in  this  bill  as  compared  to  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1937. 

Mr.  Pace.  That  was  my  next  question,  whether  the  penalty  should 
extend  only  to  the  increase  authorized  by  this  bill  or  whether  it  should 
extend  to  the  entire  quota  for  that  country,  because  the  penalty  on  the 
increase  might  not  be  significant. 

.Mr.  Bagwell.  It  was  the  judgment  of  the  State  Department  that 
it  should  be  limited  to  the  increase.  This  section,  I  might  add,  has 
been  prepared  with  their  full  cooperation,  as  I  understand  it. 

The  Chairman.  Where  did  the  section  come  from  in  the  first  place? 
It  is  a  rather  unusual  section.  It  must  be  designed  to  meet  some  par¬ 
ticular  situation.  What  is  the  situation  you  are  trying  to  deal  with? 
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Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  suggestion  comes  to  us  from  the 
State  Department.  I  think  that  Department  is  concerned  with  seeing 
that  American  interests  in  any  country  that  gets  any  sugar  quota,  or 
any  improvement  in  sugar  quota  under  this  act,  gives  fair  and  equitable 
treatment  to  our  interests,  including  our  sugar  interests  in  those  coun¬ 
tries.  If,  for  example,  in  any  country  it  should  be  necessary,  because 
of  the  quota  limitations  under  this  act,  to  have  less  sugar  marketed 
from  a  foreign  country  than  they  could  physically  market  if  they  were 
able  to  market  all  of  it,  the  State  Department  would  be  sure,  in  cutting 
down  or  limiting  their  production,  that  the  American  interests  are 
limited  no  more  than  the  nationals  of  that  country. 

The  Chairman.  It  originated,  you  understand,  over  this  Cuban 
situation? 

Mr.  Marshall.  So  far  as  I  know,  it  did  not  arise  over  that,  but  just 
over  the  general  protection,  first,  of  the  sugar  interests,  the  American 
sugar  interests  in  those  countries,  and  second,  general  protection  to 
our  commerce,  industry,  and  navigation. 

The  Chairman.  That  provision  was  suggested  by  the  Department 
of  State? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes,  sir:  and  I  want  you  to  understand  clearly  I 
cannot  tell  all  the  things  that  they  had  in  mind  in  suggesting  it. 

Mr.  Pace.  When  you  speak  of  foreign  countries  in  this  connection 
you  are  speaking  only  of  Cuba  and  the  Philippines? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No,  sir;  we  will  get  some  sugar  under  this  bill  from 
the  Dominican  Republic  and  from  Peru. 

Mr.  Pace.  You  mean  they  just  get  1.36  percent? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes,  sir;  and  a  share  of  the  Philippine  deficit. 

Mr.  Pace.  That  is  all  the  Philippine  deficit  is,  except  what  Cuba 
gets.  Cuba  gets  it  all  except  for  1.36  percent. 

Mr.  Marshall.  No,  sir.  The  first  relationship  is  1.36  percent,  if 
that  is  the  correct  figure,  out  of  the  original  consumption  estimate. 
But  then  out  of  the  Philippine  deficit  such  countries  get  5  percent  of 
that  deficit  and  Cuba  gets  95  percent,  unless  the  consumption  is  very 
low  so  it  is  necessary  to  retain  the  98.64  percent  and  1.36  ratio.  Unless 
that  particular  provision  comes  into  effect  at  low  levels  of  consump¬ 
tion  the  Philippine  deficit  is  divided  95  percent  for  Cuba  and  5  percent 
to  other  countries. 

Mr.  Pace.  Where  is  that  provision  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  believe  it  is  on  page  10,  near  the  top  of  the  page 
there. 

Mr.  Pace.  Really  then  the  section  under  discussion,  subsection  (e) , 
the  increase  referred  to  applies  only  to  that  5  percent. 

Mr.  Marshall.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Pace.  That  would  be  the  total  of  the  penalty. 

Mr.  Marshall.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Pace.  Outside  of  Cuba  and  the  Philippines. 

Mr.  Marsiiaija  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Gross.  Are  all  quotas  established  with  one  objective  and  one 
only,  that  is  to  limit  production?  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No,  sir.  That  is  merely  the  means  that  is  used  to 
obtain  the  objective  of  the  quota  provision.  The  purpose  of  the  quota 
provision  is  to  obtain  stabilization  in  the  sugar  market  that  will  enable 
the  stabilization  of  production. 
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Mr.  Gross.  Well,  it  means  to  limit  production  so  that  it  does  not 
become  burdensome  in  the  market.  That  is  why  they  establish  quotas, 
is  it  not  ?  When  you  establish  a  quota  you  do  not  establish  it  to  sta¬ 
bilize  production,  but  it  is  established  to  stop  production,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  first  objective  of  the  quota  is  to  have  a  reason¬ 
able  division  of  the  total  market  among  the  several  areas.  Having 
worked  out  the  division,  then  you  do  in  many  instances  have  to  use 
production  limitation  to  keep  within  the  quotas  within  the  certain 
areas. 

Mr.  Gross.  Then  the  final  answer  is  the  quota  does  limit  production 
at  certain  points. 

Mr.  Marshall.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Gross.  A  quota  is  established  to  limit  production.  Now  then, 
if  you  establish  quotas  to  limit  production  you  have  another  thing 
in  mind,  and  that  is  to  maintain  a  price — not  the  quantity  of  sugar 
that  you  get,  but  to  maintain  a  price,  so  this  is  protection  for  some¬ 
body.  A  quota  is  established  to  limit  production  to  maintain  a  price 
for  somebody,  isn’t  that  right? 

Mr.  Marshall.  It  is  to  maintain  a  price  that  is  fair  to  the  producer 
and  to  the  consumer. 

Mr.  Gross.  A  little  while  ago  you  said  you  could  not  establish  a 
fair  price. 

Mr.  Marshall.  You  asked  me  if  we  can  have  a  price  that  producers 
and  consumers  will  agree  is  fair. 

Mr.  Gross.  I  do  not  want  to  embarrass  you,  it  is  just  that  I  am  a 
realistic  fellow.  It  just  can’t  be  done.  This  whole  thing  seems  to 
stick  out  sort  of  silly. 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  think  it  can  be  done.  A  price  that  any  third 
party  will  consider  fair  to  both  of  them  can  be  established. 

The  Chairman.  There  is  a  difference  between  being  fair,  and  hav¬ 
ing  prices  satisfactory  to  both  producer  and  consumer.  I  think  it 
would  be  possible  even  with  all  the  human  frailties  you  can  get  a  price 
that  would  be  fair,  but  it  might  not  be  entirely  satisfactory  to  both 
producer  and  consumer. 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  think  that  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  I  want  to  ask  you  a  question  about  section  206 
which  provides  that  sugar  quotas  shall  be  established  pursuant  to 
this  act  10  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  act.  That  would  mean 
that  the  first  10  days  of  1918  you  would  have  to  establish  a  quota.  I 
presume  there  is  a  sound  reason  for  that.  What  is  the  reason  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Well,  I  am  not  sure  that  I  can  give  you  all  of 
them,  but  I  can  give  you  what  my  understanding  is.  In  the  first 
place,  I  believe  there  is  the  legal  question  of  gearing  this  act  into  the 
act  now  in  existence  under  which  quotas  are  in  suspension.  I  am  not 
just  sure  how  it  would  work  if  you  merely  pass  this  act  and  then  it 
would  be  necessary  for  the  President  to  go  through  some  procedure 
to  put  the  quotas  into  effect.  I  believe  the  first  question  there  is  one 
of  whether  it  is  easier  to  put  the  quotas  into  effect  under  this  act  or 
whether  it  is  easier  to  use  the  words  that  will  be  required  to  authorize 
the  President  to  do  that,  the  quotas  being  now  under  suspension  under 
another  act. 

I  believe  one  other  consideration  is  under  this  bill,  the  suspension 
•of  quotas  on  direct-consumption  sugar  requires  a  separate  finding 
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by  the  President  of  the  necessity  for  such  suspending.  It  would  be 
necessary,  in  the  absence  of  putting  quotas  into  effect  by  this  act  in 
this  manner,  to  have  language  to  cover  how  they  would  be  handled 
during  the  period  until  the  President  put  the  quotas  back  into  effect. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course  this  committee  does  not  know,  and  you 
don’t  know  whether  we  want  quotas  next  year  or  not. 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  will  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  nothing  in  this 
act  to  prevent  us,  and  certainly  we  would  contemplate  if  that  is  what 
the  situation  at  that  time  seems  to  make  necessary,  we  would  contem¬ 
plate  suspending  the  quotas  probably  after  the  effective  date  of  the 
act,  unless  there  is  some  change  in  the  situation  which  would  make 
it  necessary,  which  we  do  not  now  foresee,  at  that  early  date. 

The  Chairman.  You  do  not  question  the  President’s  authority  to 
suspend  the  quotas  after  we  set  them  up  in  this  particular  piece  of 
legislation.  Here  we  specifically  state  a  quota  has  to  be  established 
within  10  days  after  the  effective  date  of  the  act.  I  realize,  of  course, 
under  the  general  provisions  of  the  act  the  President  has  authority  to 
suspend  quotas,  but  those  are  quotas  set  up  under  the  general  provisions 
of  the  act.  Here  is  a  quota  that  we  are  saying  has  to  be  put  into  effect 
at  a  certain  date.  Do  you  think  there  is  any  question  about  the 
authority  of  the  President  to  suspend  that  quota? 

Mr  Marshall.  I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Bagwell  to  answer  that.  I 
think  there  is  no  question  that  the  authority  is  there. 

Mr.  Pace.  Before  he  answers  it  let  me  ask  one  question.  Does  this 
section  206  apply  to  producer  quotas  or  are  we  talking  about  the  quotas 
for  the  different  countries? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Talking  about  the  quotas  for  the  countries. 

Mr.  Hill.  You  are  talking  about  sugar  quotas  and  not  acreage 
quotas.  So  we  know  what  we' are  speaking  of,  we  are  speaking  of  the 
amount  of  sugar  that  the  Secretary  determines  shall  be  produced. 

Mr,  Marshall.  As  I  understand,  we  are  talking  about  sections  201 
and  202. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  President  would  have  full  and 
complete  authority  under  section  409  of  the  bill  to  suspend  quotas  if 
he  finds  that  an  emergency  exists  which  would  require  that  suspension. 
Under  the  Sugar  Act  of  i9?>7  quotas  were  suspended  in  April  of  1942, 
and  they  have  been  suspended  ever  since.  This  bill,  if  enacted,  would 
require  the  President  to  reexamine  his  determination  that  is  in  effect 
and  again  determine  whether  or  not  they  should  be  suspended  under 
this  law. 

Mr.  Gross.  May  I  ask  the  gentleman  a  question  at  that  point? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Gross.  Can  we  trust  that  authority  to  anyone’s  hands?  We 
have  had  a  painful  experience  recently  when  we,  and  the  whole  United 
States  wanted  sugar  rationing  lifted.  At  4  o’clock  in  the  afternoon 
the  Secretary  was  determined  to  carry  on  this  program.  When  he 
was  bent  over  the  barrel  hard  enough,  6  hours  later  he  just  released 
the  rationing.  Isn’t  it  a  dangerous  thing  to  do,  to  give  such  respon¬ 
sibility  into  the  hands  of  anyone  who  does  or  does  not  mean  to  act 
until  the  public  pressure  gets  so  heavy  that  he  cannot  do  any  other 
way  ? 
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Mr.  Bagwell.  Mr.  Gross,  that  is  a  policy  question  which  I,  as  a 
lawyer,  do  not  feel  competent  to  answer. 

Mr.  Gross.  “Yes”  or  “No”  would  answer  it. 

Mr.  Dice.  I  think  the  answer  lies  in  the  consideration  of  alterna¬ 
tives. 

The  Chairman.  Let  us  get  to  the  meat  of  the  question.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  has  authority  and  did  suspend  quotas  under  the  act  in  effect. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Under  this  act,  the  Sugar  Act. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  think  this  authority  is  broad  enough  so 
he  could  suspend  the  quota  even  though  Congress  had  specifically 
said  a  quota  must  be  established  at  a  certain  definite  time  for  a  certain 
year? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  There  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  clear  legal  authority  there¬ 
of  course,  the  President  would  have  to  make  a  showing,  because  his 
proclamation,  as  you  know,  is  a  published  document.  He  has  to  make 
a  showing  of  the  emergency  that  required  his  finding  that  the  quota 
should  be  suspended. 

Mr.  Pace.  Pardon  me,  Mr.  Chairman.  To  relieve  all  doubt,  why 
can’t  you  simply  say  in  section  202,  “unless  the  President  determines,, 
under  the  authority  of  section  409,  that  the  national  economic  emer¬ 
gency  justifies  their  continuous  suspension”  or  something  of  that  kind  ? 
Then  there  cannot  be  any  doubt  about  it. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  think  that  is  the  effect  of  section  206  when  you  read 
it  in  relation  to  section  409. 

Mr.  Pace.  Then  you  have  tied  them  together  and  you  have  done 
what  the  chairman  seems  fearful  of.  You  can  tie  them  together  and 
reconcile  them. 

The  Chairman.  I  wish  you  would  give  some  consideration  to  that. 
Look  into  it  very  carefully  so  we  are  sure  we  know  what  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  want  to  point  out,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  did  it 
that  way,  as  Mr.  Pace  has  suggested,  that  would  leave  presumably 
both  the  raw  sugar  quotas  and  direct  consumption  sugar  quotas  sus¬ 
pended,  because  there  would  not  be  any  provision  under  which  the 
President  could  put  one  into  effect  without  the  other.  There  is  one 
provision  where  he  could  suspend  one  without  the  other. 

The  Chairman.  Give  some  consideraion  to  that  idea,  because  I  think 
there  is  some  question  about  it. 

Now  I  want  to  get  over  to  the  conditional-payment  provision,  un¬ 
less  there  are  some  questions  on  this  particular  point.  There  have  been 
omitted  from  this  draft  the  provisions  that  have  been  contained  in 
previous  legislation  relating  to  the  payment  of  wages  to  workers,  and 
certain  provisions  applying  to  producers  who  are  also  processors,  and 
provisions  applying  to  certain  soil  conservation  practices.  I  would 
like  to  have  you  discuss  the  reasons  why  those  particular  provisions 
were  omitted  from  this  bill. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  sure  that  I  can  give  you  all 
the  reasons.  I  can  tell  you  how  it  has  come  about  that  they  are  out. 
The  domestic  sugar  groups  that  have  discussed  this  problem  with  us 
and  with  representatives  of  all  segments  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry 
wanted  those  provisions  out.  As  the  Secretary  stated  to  you,  those 
provisions  have  been  somewhat  of  a  burden  to  him.  In  the  discussion 
of  that  point  in  the  beginning  he  questioned  the  domestic  people  as  to 
whether  it  was  desirable  to  take  out  those  provisions,  but  did  point 
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out  if  they  wanted  to  take  them  out,  since  they  were  quite  a  problem  to 
him,  he  did  not  want  to  interpose  any  objection. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  understand  the  Farm  Bureau  of  Puerto  Rico 
that  appeared  here  yesterday  filed  their  written  statement  and  they 
would  insist  that  those  provisions  be  kept  in  the  present  bill. 

The  Chairman.  The  statement  of  the  Farm  Bureau  of  Puerto  Rico 
has  been  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Then  do  I  understand,  as  far  as  the  Department  is  concerned,  that 
they  are  indifferent  about  all  three  of  these  provisions? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes.  I  would  say  the  Department  understood,  per¬ 
haps  not  entirely  correctly,  that  all  segments  of  the  domestic  sugar 
industry  had  agreed  to  taking  those  provisions  out.  In  the  face  of 
that,  if  all  segments  of  the  industry  feel  they  are  not  needed,  we  see 
no  reason  to  insist  on  the  part  of  the  Department,  or  we  see  no  reason 
to  have  the  Department  insist  that  they  stay  in  there  if  the  people  who 
were  primarily  concerned  with  this  legislation;  that  is,  all  of  the  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  interests,  agreed  that  they  should  be  out. 

Mr.  Pace.  Is  there  any  more  reason  why  it  should  apply  to  this  in¬ 
dustry  than  it  should  apply  to  agriculture  generally? 

Mr.  Marshall.  That  is  their  position,  Mr.  Pace,  and  I  am  not  in 
a  position  to  say  there  is  any  more  reason. 

The  Chairman.  The  justification  for  it  and  the  reason  given,  was 
that  here  is  an  industry  which  is  receiving  certain  favored  treat¬ 
ment  from  the  Federal  Government,  they  are  receiving  payments  out 
of  the  Treasury,  and  in  order  to  receive  the  payments  they  were  re¬ 
quired  to  meet  certain  conditions.  The  payments  were  conditional 
payments. 

Mr.  Pace.  I  don’t  see  any  great  distinction,  Mr.  Chairman,  between 
the  payments  and  the  support-price  program  for  other  commodities. 

The  Chairman.  The  support -price  program  on  other  commodities 
is  conditional  in  a  good  many  cases.  That  is,  if  a  farmer  does  not 
comply  with  the  soil-conservation  program  he  is  not  eligible  for  a 
loan.  I  think  there  is  precedent,  certainly  in  other  programs,  for 
parity  payments. 

Mr.  Pace.  I  was  thinking  of  the  wage  consideration.  In  fact,  I 
am  in  favor  of  the  soil-conservation  practices. 

The  Chairman.  Now  I  have  one  or  two  other  questions  I  wanted 
to  ask  you,  Mr.  Marshall.  In  section  410  there  is  language  which 
states  that — 

Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  action  is  necessary  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  act,  he  is  authorized,  if  first  requested  by  individuals  or 
associations  constituting  or  representing  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  persons 
affected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar-producing,  areas,  to  make  for 
such  area  surveys  and  investigations  to  the  extent  he  deems  necessary,  including 
the  holding  of  public  hearings,  and  to  make  recommendations  with  respect  to 
(a)  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  the  producers  and  processors — 

And  so  forth. 

Now  under  section  410  as  it  exists  at  present,  and  under  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  other  parts  of  the  bill,  just  what  authority  would  the  De¬ 
partment  have  to  assist  sugar  beet  and  sugarcane  farmers  in  their 
negotiations  with  processors? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  understand  that  language 
to  mean  that  if  a  substantial  representation  from  any  major  segment 
of  the  domestic  sugar  industry  should  come  to  the  Secretary  and  ask 
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him  to  make  studies  and  findings  and  recommendations  for  them  from 
the  standpoint  of  a  grower-processor  division  of  returns,  for  example, 
since  you  mentioned  that  relationship,  the  Secretary  would  be  em¬ 
powered  under  this  act  to  obtain  whatever  information  is  required 
for  a  study,  finding,  and  recommendation,  and  then  to  recommend 
what  he  considers  a  desirable  division  to  the  industry.  That  is  all 
he  would  do.  He  would  merely  say  what  he  recommends  as  a  fair 
division. 

Similarly,  if  it  were  a  determination  with  respect  to  wages,  he 
would  recommend  what  he  considers  fair.  It  would  have  no  other 
force  than  that  recommendation,  because  the  conditions  for  payment 
have  been  removed  on  those  factors. 

The  Chairman.  Now  section  407  provides  that  persons  engaged  in 
the  manufacturing,  marketing,  or  transportation  or  industrial  use 
of  sugar  shall  furnish  information  to  the  Secretary  where  he  requests, 
in  order  to  administer  the  provisions  of  the  act.  Just  what  do  you 
understand  the  authority  of  the  Department  to  be  in  administering 
that  section?  How  far  can  you  go?  Could  the  Secretary  get  in¬ 
formation  under  that  section  which  coidd  be  used  in  putting  into 
effect  section  410? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  would  say  “yes,”  Mr.  Chairman.  Since  section 
410  is  a  part  of  this  act,  and  if  section  410  was  operated  by  one  segment 
of  the  industry  asking  the  Secretary  to  make  such  a  recommendation, 
he  would  be  authorized  under  section  407  to  obtain  all  the  informa¬ 
tion  that  he  might  deem  necessary  for  such  purpose.  The  only  limita¬ 
tion  on  him  that  I  would  see  on  getting  any  information  that  he  deemed 
necessary  is  merely  the  limitation  of  making  public  the  records  of  any 
individual  operator. 

The  Chairman.  A  similar  provision  has  been  in  the  existing  law. 
Have  you  had  any  difficulty  in  getting  that  information? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  believe,  sir,  we  have  had  no  difficulty  in  getting 
all  the  information  we  have  asked  for  under  the  act.  1  believe  we 
have  not  had  to  ask,  within  my  remembrance,  for  any  information 
under  section  511,  which  was  the  similar  provision.  But  there  was 
some  discussion  by  us  with  a  grower  and  processor  group  about  section 
511  and  what  could  be  done  under  it.  That  was  only  recently,  and 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  this  bill  was  coming  up,  we  have  taken  no 
action  under  that.  We  would  like  for  it  to  be  understood  clearly, 
however,  that  if  it  is  not  the  view  of  the  committee  that  the  interpre¬ 
tation  I  have  given  is  correct,  we  would  like  to  know,  because  we 
would  not  want  to  be  put  in  the  position  of  being  asked  to  make  a 
recommendation  under  section  410  and  then  find  we  cannot  get  the 
information  necessary  to  make  it.  It  is  our  opinion  that  section  407 
clearly  gives  us  that  authority. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions?  As  far  as  the 
Chair  is  concerned,  he  has  finished. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Mr.  Hope,  before  you  leave  that  section  I  would 
like  to  add  that  the  industry  has  questioned  our  authority  to  get 
the  information  under  section  511  of  the  Sugar  Act.  In  view  of  their 
position  on  that,  the  committee  may  feel  it  important  to  spell  that  out 
in  here,  if  it  is  the  committee’s  desire  that  the  Secretary  have  the 
authority  under  section  410  to  get  the  information  necessary  to  make 
the  recommendations  which  the  section  contemplates. 
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Mr.  Pace.  Would  it  be  possible  for  your  staff  or  the  Department 
to  furnish  the  members  of  the  committee  a  copy  of  this  bill  in  the  shape 
or  form  where  we  can  have  the  bill  with  the  old  law  and  new  law 
side  by  side  ? 

The  Chairman.  I  might  say  Mr.  Parker  has  it  all  worked  out.  He 
has  it  mimeographed.  You  can  have  that  by  Friday. 

You  may  proceed,  Doctor. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  have  here  a  list  of  figures  that  I  understand 
was  taken  from  the  Yearbook  of  Statistics  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  with  the  sugar-production  areas.  I  see  the  maximum  produc¬ 
tion  of  beet  sugar  in  the  whole  area  since  1936  took  place  in  the 
year  1940  with  1,897,000  tons.  The  quota  allowed  under  section  202 
would  be  1,800,000  tons.  That  is  97,000  short  of  the  maximum  average 
since  1936. 

Now  as  to  the  cane-sugar  production  on  the  mainland,  the  maximum 
year  during  that  decade  was  1938  with  583,000  tons.  The  quota  al¬ 
lowed  would  be  500,000,  which  means  83,000  tons  left  out. 

When  we  come  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  maximum  production  took  place 
in  1941,  with  1,148,000,  and  the  quota  allowed,  adding  together  ship¬ 
ments  to  the  mainland  and  local  consumption  on  the  island,  would  be 
1,035,000.  That  is  113,000  less  than  our  maximum  year  in  the  10 
years;  113,000  as  compared  with  97,000  and  83,000. 

Now  taking  into  consideration  the  fact  that  sugar  is  practically  the 
basis  of  the  island  economy  and  that  that  is  practically  the  only  income 
we  have  and  2,000,000  people  have  to  live  on  that,  is  there  any  reason 
particularly  why  the  reduction  from  our  maximum  should  be  any 
larger,  or  should  it  not  be  less  than  reductions  in  other  areas  which  have 
many  other  articles  of  production  on  which  they  can  live  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  think,  Dr.  Fernos,  all  I  can  say  on  that  is  this:  So 
far  as  I  know,  no  area  has  the  amount  of  quota  under  this  proposed 
bill  that  it  wants  and  thinks  it  ought  to  have.  Naturally  they  all  want 
all  they  can  get.  The  sugar  interests  from  all  of  those  areas  got  to¬ 
gether  and  had  a  great  deal  of  discussion  and  came  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  with  a  suggestion  on  which  they  said  they  could  get 
together  and  on  which  they  could  agree.  It  was  not  entirely  satisfac¬ 
tory  to  the  Department  and  suggestions  were  made  for  changes.  Some- 
changes  were  made  to  it,  including  some  change  for  Puerto  Rico.  But 
it  eventually  reached  the  point  where  they  could  make  no  further 
changes  and  reach  an  agreement  on  it,  and  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  thought  they  had  done  about  as  well  as  could  be  expected  under 
the  circumstances.  They  had  made  some  concessions,  and  as  long  as 
they  were  in  agreement  on  it  he  thought  that  that,  was  a  very  important 
thing. 

Mr.  Fernos-Tsern.  Of  course  my  question  specifically  is  why  the 
reduction  concerning  Puerto  Rico  is  the  largest.  It  is  113,000  as  com- 
pared  with  97,000  and  83,000.  If  there  was  any  particular  reason  foi’ 
that  I  would  like  to  know  it. 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  don’t  think  they  set  up  as  a  standard  in  deter¬ 
mining  these  quotas,  the  maximum  production  each  area  might  have 
had  in  any  one  year  and  then  made  a  uniform  subtraction  from  that, 
lhat  would  not  seem  to  be  a  very  good  basis  to  do  it,  for  a  number  of 
reasons.  The  crop  may  be  far  out  of  line  in  any  given  year  in  any 
given  area,  up  or  down.  For  example,  if  you  should  take  that  type  of 
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determination  as  a  standard,  look  where  you  would  be  this  year,  or 
where  Cuba  would  be  this  year  with  6,400,000  tons  of  sugar  or  more. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  am  referring  to  domestic  areas. 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  am  merely  saying  that  big,  abnormal  crop  in  one 
year  shows  you  what  you  would  be  led  into.  So  it  was  not  used  as  a 
standard. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  Of  course  Puerto  Rican  sugar  is  domestic  sugar. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  My  next  question,  Mr.  Chairman,  would  be  un¬ 
der  section  207,  where  foreign  areas  are  restricted  to  ship  their  sugar 
raw,  which  I  can’t  understand.  I  would  like  to  know  why  Hawaii, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  although  domestic  areas,  are 
restricted  in  refining  their  sugar  to  29,000  tons  in  Hawaii  and  126,000 
in  Puerto  Rico.  If  Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii  want  to  develop  indus¬ 
tries  why  cannot  they  refine  all  the  sugar,  as  much  as  they  want  to, 
within  the  quota  ? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Doctor,  I  would  say  on  that  those  provisions,  of 
course,  are  the  same  as  in  the  present  Sugar  Act.  I  believe  that  the 
provisions  that  are  in  there  are  the  result  of  a  very  long  debate  and 
discussion  about  that  particular  issue,  which  was  eventually  resolved 
in  this  way.  As  long  as  the  industry  groups  have  been  able  to  agree 
on  it  among  themselves  and  as  long  as  it  is  a  provision  that  was  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Congress  in  1937,  we  have  seen  no  reason  to  take  a 
position  one  way  or  the  other  on  that.  It  seems  best  to  us  to  leave 
it  as  it  is. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  am  talking  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  2,000,000  citizens  there  who  have  to 
have  an  economy  and  who  are  in  dire  need  of  industrializing  because 
they  have  so  little  land  and  so  many  people  to  employ.  As  I  said, 
this  would  prevent  Puerto  Rico  from  developing  industrially  pre¬ 
cisely  in  a  matter  where  all  the  elements  are  there.  It  would  mean 
for  Puerto  Rico  not  only  more  employment  and  more  income — be¬ 
cause  there  is  a  great  difference  in  the  price  of  sugar  if  sold  as  refined 
and  if  sold  raw — but  also  the  cost  of  shipments  from  the  island  to 
the  mainland.  This,  I  understand,  is  predicated  on  an  agreement 
on  the  part  of  those  who  were  here  in  drafting  this  bill.  The  people 
of  Puerto  Rico  at  large  were  not  present. 

The  Chairman.  They  are  very  well  represented  in  Congress. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  that  is  the  first 
chance  I  had  to  get  into  this. 

Mr.  Marshall.  There  had  been  a  long  debate  before  that  resulted 
in  this  provision.  We  have  no  desire  to  open  it  up  again.  I  am  sure 
you  can  speak  much  better  than  I  can  on  what  your  problems  are  in 
Puerto  Rico. 

The  Chairman.  We  thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen. 

(Whereupon,  at  12  m.  the  committee  adjourned.) 
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FRIDAY,  JUNE  27,  1947 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  committee  met  at  10  a.  m.,  Hon.  Clifford  R.  Hope  (chairman) 
presiding. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  come  to  order.  The  first  wit¬ 
ness  this  morning  will  be  Mr.  Arthur  L.  Quinn  representing  the  Porto 
Rican  American  Sugar  Refinery,  Inc. 

STATEMENT  OF  ARTHUR  L.  QUINN,  REPRESENTING  PORTO  RICAN 
AMERICAN  SUGAR  REFINERY,  INC.,  PONCE,  P.  R. 

Mr.  Quinn.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  short  statement  here  that  I 
want  to  submit  for  the  record. 

(The  statement  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

Washington,  D.  C.,  June  26,  1947. 

Hon.  Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Sir:  On  Thursday,  June  19,  1947,  I  sent  you  the  following  telegram: 

“Understand  hearing  is  scheduled  Saturday  before  your  committee  on  proposed 
sugar  legislation.  You  are  familiar  with  past  discrimination  against  Puerto  Rico 
in  limiting  refined  sugar  shipments  to  126, GOO  tons  which  in  effect  amounts  to 
an  embargo  on  American  produced  goods.  If  revised  general  sugar  legislation 
is  to  be  considered  by  your  committee  Porto  Rican  American  Sugar  Refinery, 
Inc.,  of  Ponce,  P.  R.,  respectfully  requests  you  eliminate  from  any  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  any  limitation  on  direct  consumption  sugar  produced  in  Puerto  Rico 
for  mainland  consumption.  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Interior  in  past  have- 
vigorously  opposed  such  discrimination.” 

On  Wednesday,  June  25,  1947,  I  sent  you  the  following  telegram : 

“Refined  sugar  industry  of  Puerto  Rico  not  invited  nor  did  it  participate  in  any 
domestic  area  conferences  and  negotiations  on  pending  sugar  bill.  No  agreement 
was  ever  asked  or  made  by  Puerto  Rican  refiners  to  clause  restriction  shipments 
to  126,000  tons.  Urgently  request  your  consideration  figure  of  175,000  short  tons- 
instead  of  126,000  and  feel  sure  the  compromise  figure  of  175,000  will  satisfy  the 
refineries  of  Puerto  Rico  and  ultimately  prevent  a  court  test  of  this  provision  of 
the  bill  before  you.” 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  I  have  no  authority  to  speak  for  all  the  refineries 
of  Puerto  Rico  but  I  do  represent  and  speak  for  Porto  Rican  American  Sugar 
Refinery,  Inc.,  of  Ponce,  P.  R.,  which  is  the  largest  refinery  in  the  island  and 
solely  responsible  for  the  126,033  short  tons  which  has  been  used  as  the  yardstick 
for  Puerto  Rico’s  continental  white  sugar  quota  in  previous  legislation  and  the 
continuation  of  the  same  amount  as  Puerto  Rico’s  continental  white  sugar  quota 
is  proposed  in  legislation  now  before  you. 

1  do  not  feel  it  necessary  to  go  into  detail  with  regard  to  this  particular  phase 
of  the  sugar  legislation  which  you  are  considering.  I  know  from  your  very  atten¬ 
tive  consideration  of  the  problem  of  all  the  sugar  producing  areas  including  the 
refined  sugar  problem  of  Puerto  Rico,  that  you  are  familiar  with  the  broad  ques- 

83 


84 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


tion  involved.  I  do  want  to  make  it  clear,  however,  that  the  company  I  represent 
was  not  consulted  by  anyone  who  sat  in  on  the  conferences  that  took  place  between 
the  representatives  of  the  various  domestic  sugar  producing  areas.  Not  being  a 
member  of  the  Puerto  Rican  Sugar  Producers  Association,  the  association  felt 
that  it  had  no  obligation  toward  the  Porto  Rican  American  Sugar  Refinery  and, 
therefore,  no  opportunity  was  afforded  my  client  to  present  its  views  to  anyone. 
It  is  with  that  thought  primarily  in  mind  that  I  want  to  leave  this  short  memo¬ 
randum  with  your  committee. 

This  question  in  the  past  has  always  been  fought  out  on  the  matter  of  prin¬ 
ciple.  We  still  feel  strongly  about  the  principle  involved,  but  we  also  recognize 
the  forces  that  oppose  giving  Puerto  Rico  the  unlimited  right  to  refine  its  entire 
production  of  sugar.  Consequently,  purely  as  a  matter  of  compromise,  so  as  to 
■expedite  the  consideration  and  passage  of  the  bill  which  you  have  before  you,  I 
have  taken  it  upon  myself  speaking  solely  for  the  Porto  Rican  American  Sugar 
Refinery  to  suggest  that  you  change  the  figure  from  126,000  and  allow  Puerto 
Rico  to  ship  in  175,000  short  tons  of  direct  consumption  sugar  during  each  of  the 
calendar  years  that  this  bill  covers.  The  suggested  compromise  figure  which 
represents  an  increase  of  50,000  tons  is  so  small  when  compared  to  over-all  tonnage 
consumption  of  the  United  States  that  Congress  should  not  be  reluctant  to  grant 
this  small  increase.  My  suggestion  will  not  meet  with  the  approval  of  many  who 
feel  very  strongly  on  this  particular  subject  but  I  have  made  the  suggestion  in  all 
fairness  purely  as  a  compromise  figure  and  one  which  I  hope  your  committee 
will  earnestly  consider  and  grant. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Arthur  L.  Quinn. 

Mr.  Quinn.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  take  it 
you  are  thoroughly  familiar  with  this  question.  I  know  in  the  past- 
when  I  appeared  before  you,  you  have  shown  sympathy  with  the 
problem  and  your  familiarity  with  all  the  details.  What  I  am  asking 
in  this  statement,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  the  committee  give  consider¬ 
ation  to  giving  Puerto  Rico  a  quota  of  175,000  tons  instead  of  126,000 
tons  of  refined  sugar. 

There  is  a  second  point  I  would  like  to  make  and  that  is  this: 
Where  you  freeze  the  over-all  quantity  of  white  sugar  coming  up  from 
Puerto  Rico,  some  better  method  of  allocation  should  be  set  up  in  the 
bill  among  the  Puerto  Rican  refineries.  You  freeze  the  over-all 
amount  but  you  provide  no  method  of  allocating  that.  It  works  very 
unfairly  to  my  company  in  Puerto  Rico,  because  my  particular  com¬ 
pany  was  the  one  that  made  the  white  sugar  quota  used  in  this  bill,  and 
in  all  fairness  to  it,  whatever  the  figure  you  use  ultimately,  I  think  that 
some  better  method  should  be  provided  in  this  bill  to  allocate  whatever 
direct  consumption  quota  is  set  up  for  Puerto  Rico. 

The  Chairman.  You  mean  allocated  to  these  individual  refineries? 

Mr.  Quinn.  That  is  right.  You  see,  my  particular  company  made 
the  white  sugar  quota  figure  that  is  in  this  bill.  It  was  responsible,  at 
the  time  the  original  act  came  into  being  for  the  126,000  tons.  The 
only  company  that  originally  made  and  was  really  interested  in  white 
sugar  in  Puerto  Rico  was  the  company  I  represent.  Since  1933,  there 
have  been  four  or  five,  some  small,  refineries  built  in  Puerto  Rico  and 
they  have  come  in  and  have  chipped  away  on  our  quota  which,  before 
the  war,  had  been  some  116,000  tons  down  to  79,000  tons.  If  you  are 
going  to  freeze  the  over-all  picture  on  white  sugar  coming  in  here,  it  is 
grossly  unfair,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  my  client  was  the  one  who  made 
the  white  sugar  quota  figure  used  in  the  act,  and  which  you  propose 
to  use  in  this  act;  it  is  grossly  unfair  to  permit  these  other  refineries 
to  go  ahead  and  chip  away  on  something  that  we  were  originally  re¬ 
sponsible  for. 
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Tlie  Chairman.  Would  it  not  be  rather  unusual  for  Congress  to' 
attempt  to  allocate  quotas  to  individuals? 

Mr.  Quinn.  This  act  freezes  the  picture. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  true.  We  haven’t  done  that  in  previous 
legislation,  we  haven’t  attempted  to  allocate  quotas  which  any  par¬ 
ticular  refinery  might  be  permitted  to  use. 

Mr.  Quinn.  You  do  in  section  205,  which  permits  the  Secretary  to 
use  his  own  discretion.  In  all  fairness,  I  think  if  your  committee  will 
confer  with  Mr.  Marshall,  the  head  of  the  Sugar  Section,  a  more  fair 
method  can  be  worked  out  than  has  been  the  case  in  the  past. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course,  if  we  did  that,  we  would  have  to  permit 
all  the  refineries  to  come  in  and  present  their  claims.  We  would  rather 
have  Mr.  Marshall  settle  these  matters  than  let  us  settle  the  matters 
here,  in  determining  what  the  quotas  should  be.  I  do  not  think  that 
is  a  proper  legislative  function. 

Mr.  Quinn.  All  we  are  asking  the  committee  to  do  is  to  confer  with 
Mr.  Marshall. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  What  you  are  asking  us  to  do  is  to  give  your  com¬ 
pany  a  monopoly  on  sugar. 

Mr.  Quinn.  No;  this  act  itself  creates  a  monopoly  on  white  sugar, 
as  far  as  Puerto  Rico  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  It  does  not  give  it  to  one  company. 

Mr.  Quinn.  When  this  act  originally  came  into  being  there  was 
only  one  company  making  white  sugar. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Do  you  think  you  have  a  right  to  freeze  any  other 
company  out? 

Mr.  Quinn.  It  seems  grossly  unfair  to  permit  these  other  companies 
to  come  ahead  and  chip  away  on  something  that  one  company  is  re¬ 
sponsible  for  making,  the  sugar  quota  that  is  in  the  act.  It  just  does 
not  seem  right. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  You  do  not  believe  in  the  system  of  free  enterprise 
then. 

Mr.  Quinn.  I  surely  do.  But  this  act  does  not  recognize  it,  as  far  as 
the  white  sugar  manufacturers  in  Puerto  Rico  are  concerned. 

Mr.  Pace.  Has  the  Secretary  attempted  to  allocate  that  quota  ? 

Mr.  Quinn.  In  the  past  prior  to  the  Sugar  Act  the  market  was  being 
built  up.  Since  the  war,  since  quotas  have  been  suspended,  you  have 
had  an  interruption  of  shipping.  Certain  parts  of  the  island  could 
ship  sugar  while  other  parts  could  not.  There  is  nothing  in  the  act 
that  recognizes  that  abnormality  that  existed  during  the  war.  You 
find  the  figures  vary.  My  company  had  difficulties  that  companies  on 
the  north  coast  never  had. 

Mr.  Pace.  We  have  identically  the  same  situation  in  this  country, 
that  due  to  shipping  difficulties,  the  submarine  menace,  there  were 
some  refineries  that  were  not  able  to  meet  their  quota  of  raw  sugar. 

Mr.  Goff.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  to  clear  this  up  in  my  mind,  you  mean 
you  got  a  flat  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  that  was  based  on  the  production 
that  your  company  had  originally  ? 

-  Mr.  Quinn.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Goff.  And  now  there  are  several  other  companies  in  produc¬ 
tion  there? 

Mr.  Quinn.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Goff.  There  is  a  flat  over-all  quota  for  Puerto  Rico? 


.86 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  194S 


Mr.  Quinn.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Goff.  You  are  saying  that  these  other  companies  participate 
in  part  of  that  and  that,  therefore,  cuts  down  the  percentage  of  the 
total  that  your  company  is  able  to  supply  ? 

Mr.  Quinn.  These  other  companies  came  in  and  built  their  refineries 
since  the  freeze  took  place  in  1933,  despite  the  fact  that  it  was  written 
into  the  law  that  no  more  than  126,000  tons  could  come  in  from  Puerto 
Rico,  despite  that  fact,  they  have  built  their  refinieries. 

Mr.  Goff.  In  other  words,  your  company  will  be  limited  to  a  lesser 
production. 

Mr.  Quinn.  That  is  right.  That  has  resulted  under  the  rulings  of 
the  Secretary  prior  to  the  war  period  in  cutting  us  down  from  1 16,000 
tons  to  79,000  tons.  This  refinery  was  built  in  1926,  7  years  prior  to 
the  contemplation  of  any  sugar  legislation.  If  you  freeze  the  over-all 
quota  that  comes  in  from  Puerto  Rico,  it  seems  to  me  only  fair  that 
some  fair  system  be  worked  out  so  it  will  not  be  an  absolute  destruction 
of  the  property  values  which  existed  in  1933. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  ask  you  what  the  situation  was  when  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937  was  passed. 

Mr.  Quinn.  There  were  two  more  refineries  built. 

The  Chairman.  Prior  to  1937? 

Mr.  Quinn.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  And  there  have  been  some  more  built  since  that 
time  ? 

Mr.  Quinn.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Andresen.  What  is  the  total  amount  of  white  sugar  that  can 
be  refined  in  Puerto  Rico  with  existing  facilities? 

Mr.  Quinn.  I  should  say  close  to  a  half  million  tons. 

Mr.  Andresen.  How  much  of  that  would  be  used  in  Puerto  Rico? 

Mr.  Quinn.  Approximately  90,000  tons. 

Mr.  Andresen.  You  say  a  half  million  tons  can  be  refined  down 
there  ? 

Mr.  Quinn.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Andresen.  How  much  does  the  minimum  quota  in  the  bill 
allow  for  white  sugar? 

Mr.  Quinn.  One  hundred  and  twenty-six  thousand  tons  can  be 
shipped  in  here.. 

Mr.  Andresen.  What  do  they  do  with  the  rest  of  their  sugar  ? 

Mr.  Quinn.  They  have  to  send  it  up  in  raw  form. 

Mr.  Pace.  At  the  same  time  the  refineries  in  this  country  are  only 
operating  on  a  percentage  of  their  capacity. 

Mr.  Quinn.  They  are  not  operating  as  much  below  the  percentage 
of  their  capacity  as  we  are  below  our  capacity.  Since  the  1933  law 
the  consumption  estimate  has  gone  up.  It  is  close  to  8,000,000  tons 
now. 

Mr.  Pace.  There  is  no  quota  set  in  this  bill,  as  I  understand,  for 
the.  American  refineries  that  begins  to  give  them  their  capacity  at 
all.  We  a.re  not  trying  to  fight  this  out  among  the  American 
refineries.  * 

Mr.  Quinn.  The  American  refineries  have  no  quota.  They  can 
refine  as  much  sugar  as  they  can  get  their  hands  on. 

Mr.  Andresen.  There  is  a  limit  to  the  amount  of  sugar  to  be 
shipped  in  interstate  commerce.  There  is  a  limitation  on  the  amount 
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of  sugar  that  can  be  sold.  The  quotas  assigned,  according  to  section 
202  of  the  bill,  fix  the  amount  that  can  be  marketed. 

Mr.  Quinn.  But  there  is  no  limitation  on  the  refineries  as  such, 
I  mean  on  their  facilities. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Of  course,  they  can  refine  it  and  store  it,  I  suppose, 
and  hold  it  over  for  another  year.  But  certainly  they  are  limited 
to  the  amount  of  sugar  that  they  can  dispose  of. 

Mr.  Quinn.  They  are  limited  only  to  the  extent  of  raw  cane  sugar 
that  is  available  from  Cuba,  Puerto  Rico,  Hawaii,  the  Philippines, 
and  so  forth. 

The  Chairman.  Have  you  any  language  to  suggest  in  the  way  of 
an  amendment? 

Mr.  Quinn.  I  haven’t  got  any  amendment  drawn  up.  I  suggest 
to  the  committee  that  they  can  confer  with  Mr.  Marshall,  and  I  will 
be  glad  to  confer  with  Mr.  Marshall  and  give  him  the  benefits  of 
my  views  also. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Do  you  want  to  confine  it  to  the  historic  produc¬ 
tion  of  white  sugar  in  Puerto  Rico,  saiy  take  the  year  1937,  or  some 
other  year? 

Mr.  Quinn.  Something  like  that,  yes,  sir.  I  do  think  the  way  it 
is  drawn  up  now  you  do  not  recognize  the  abnormalities  that  existed 
during  the  war  as  to  shipping  and  everything  else,  and  we  think 
it  is  just  unfair.  I  am  pretty  sure  something  can  be  worked  out. 
I  am  not  appearing  here  asking  that  we  get  the  whole  quota,  I  do 
not  expect  it,  but  these  other  refineries  have  been  built  since  1933, 
after  the  first  quota  was  established. 

-  The  Chairman.  When  you  suggest  that  the  quota  be  set  for  the 
individual  refineries,  it  does  not  take  care  of  the  situation  satisfac¬ 
torily.  If  you  have  any  definite  language  to  suggest,  the  committee 
will  be  glad  to  hear  it,  but  we  do  not  have  very  much  to  act  on  unless 
we  have  some  suggestion. 

Mr.  Quinn.  Will  you  permit  me  to  work  on  an  amendment  and 
submit  it  to  you  before  the  day  is  over 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  Why  do  you  object  to  other  companies  going  into 
the  white  sugar  business  ? 

Mr.  Quinn.  I  would  not  object,  but  you  in  this  bill  get  away  from 
the  free  enterprise  system.  The  very  fact  you  limit  it  to  126,000 
tons  is  an  illustration  that  clearly  shows  that  you  want  to  freeze  the 
refining  picture  in  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  Flannagan.  We  are  not  keeping  you  from  shipping  it  here, 
are  we  ? 

Mr.  Quinn.  The  normal  market  is  in  the  continental  United  States. 

Mr.  Pace.  Let  me  get  this  straight.  The  refining  capacity  in  the 
continental  cane  refiners  is  approximately  7,000,000  tons.  The 
amount  of  raw  sugar  available  to  the  United  States  refineries  under 
this  pending  bill  is  4,750,000  tons. 

Mr.  Quinn.  That  is  quite  true. 

.  Mr.  Pace.  So  they  would  get  only  about  64  percent  of  their  refin¬ 
ing  capacity.  As  far  as  I  know,  they  have  not  asked  to  legislate 
in  this  bill  and  allocate  this  4,750,000  tons  among  themselves. 

Mr.  Quinn.  The  continental  capacity  to  refine  has  always  exceeded 
the  amount  of  sugar  that  is  available  for  refining,  there  is  no  question 
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about  that.  The  question  was  asked  me  how  much  capacity  there 
is  in  Puerto  Rico  to  refine,  and  I  said  a  half  million  tons,  which  is 
about  right,  but  we  never  expect  to  reach  that  figure. 

Mr.  Pace.  The  only  point  I  was  making  was  it  seems  to  me  if  we 
get  into  allocation  among  the  refineries  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  com¬ 
panies  in  the  continental  United  States  will  also  be  here  asking  for 
allocations. 

Mr.  Quinn.  No;  because  their  picture  is  not  frozen,  sir. 

Mr.  Pace.  It  is  practically  frozen. 

Mr.  Quinn.  There  is  nothing  in  the  bill  that  would  say  how  much 
National  can  refine  or  how  much  American  can  refine,  or  any  other 
particular  company. 

Mr.  Pace.  But  you  want  us  to  do  that  in  the  case  of  your  company. 

Mr.  Quinn.  Under  section  205  we  are  forced  to  go  in  before  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  he  is  forced  to  make  an  allocation  be¬ 
tween  the  individual  companies,  which  is  the  very  point  I  make. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  Why  is  it  that  the  figures  seem  to  show  that  the 
amount  of  sugar  which  the  continental  refineries  can  refine  is  only 
4,000,000  tons,  when  the  total  consumption  on  the  continent  is 
7,000,000  or  8,000,000  tons?  Who  refines  the  rest? 

Mr.  Quinn.  The  answer  to  that  is  that  you  have  1,800,000  tons  in 
beets,  and  you  have  some  refined  sugar  coming  from  Cuba,  and  you 
have  some  coming  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  You  mean  Cuba  sends  sugar  up  here  that  is 
refined  ? 

Mr.  Quinn.  To  the  extent  of  375,000  tons,  as  provided  in  the  bill.. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  That  is  all  they  can  ship  in? 

Mr.  Quinn.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  Cane  sugar  is  what  we  are  talking  about,  isn’t 
it? 

Mr.  Quinn.  You  cited  the  over-all  sugar  figure  which  includes 
beets  and  cane. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  With  reference  to  cane  sugar,  how  much  cane 
sugar  in  the  raw  state  is  supposed  to  come  to  the  mainland  ? 

Mr.  Quinn.  The  figures  that  Congressman  Pace  cited  are  approxi¬ 
mately  correct. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  4,750,000  tons? 

Mr.  Quinn.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Pace.  4,750,000  tons. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  There  is  no  more  sugar  to  refine;  that  is  the 
limit;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Quinn.  That  is  approximately  the  amount  that  will  come  here 
in  raw  form. 

Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  Puerto  Rico  being  a  domestic  area  and  our  re¬ 
fineries  there  being  domestic  refineries,  they  are  limited  to  only  a 
certain  amount.  They  were  organized  within  the  free-enterprise  sys¬ 
tem,  and  they  are  trying  to  refine  in  competition  with  other  refineries. 

Mr.  Quinn.  That  is  right.  I  know  you  oppose  what  I  suggested 
here  this  morning,  you  oppose  the  fact  that  I  suggested  175,000  tons, 
but  I  have  got  to  be  practical  in  this  whole  picture.  Puerto  Rico  just 
will  not  be  able  to,  nor  is  it  profitable  for  Puerto  Rico  to,  refine  and 
ship  all  the  sugar  here  in  refined  form. 
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Mr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  want  to  make  my  position  clear.  I  clo  not 
understand  why  Cuba  should  benefit  in  the  amount  that  it  is  benefited 
from  the  Philippine  deficit.  As  far  as  Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii  are 
concerned,  being  domestic  areas,  I  do  not  see  why  any  limitation  to 
•our  refineries  is  necessary. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Let  me  ask  you  another  question.  Of  course,  we 
realize  you  can  probably  have  facilities  in  Puerto  Rico  to  refine  all 

•  of  your  raw  sugar. 

Mr.  Quinn.  No,  sir;  we  do  not. 

Mr.  Andresen.  No;  but  you  could. 

Mr.  Quinn.  I  will  answer  that  question  in  this  way,  Congressman. 
Because  of  the  mountain  range  that  goes  east  and  west  in  Puerto  Rico 
it  is  a  physical  impossibility  to  transport  raw  sugar  to  a  refinery  beyond 
a  certain  distance,  because  the  costs  are  so  high.  It  takes  3  hours  to  get 
from  the  north  coast  to  the  south  coast  in  an  automobile.  Therefore, 
beyond  a  certain  point  it  becomes  unprofitable  for  any  refinery  to  reach 
out  and  get  raw  sugar  in  Puerto  Rico  to  refine.  I  will  answer  your 

•  question  by  saying  there  is  not  the  slightest  chance  in  the  world  for 
Puerto  Rico  to  refine  all  the  sugar  from  the  cane  it  grows.  My  honest 
opinion  is  that  Puerto  Rico  would  probably  not  refine  for  the  con¬ 
tinental  market  more  than  250,000  tons  at  the  outside.  There  are  other 
witnesses  here  that  are  more  qualified  on  that  than  I  am,  but  that  is 
my  honest  answer  to  your  question. 

Mr.  Andresen.  If  they  can  refine  250,000  tons,  how  much  of  that 
would  be  used  in  Puerto  Rico? 

Mr.  Quinn.  About  90,000  tons. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions  of  Mr.  Quinn  ? 

If  not,  we  thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Quinn.  Thank  you,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  The  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  William  Glazier,  rep¬ 
resenting  the  International  Longshoremen’s  and  Warehousemen’s 
Union. 

'STATEMENT  OF  WILLIAM  GLAZIER,  WASHINGTON  REPRESENTA¬ 
TIVE,  INTERNATIONAL  LONGSHOREMEN’S  AND  WAREHOUSE¬ 
MEN’S  UNION,  CIO 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Glazier,  you  are  representing,  as  I  understand 
it,  the  International  Longshoremen’s  and  Warehousemen’s  Union. 

Mr.  Glazier.  I  am  William  Glazier,  the  Washington  representative 
of  the  International  Longshoremen’s  and  Warehousemen’s  Union, 

CIO. 

The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Glazier. 

Mr.  Glazier.  The  International  Longshoremen’s  and  Warehouse¬ 
men’s  Union  is  the  collective-bargaining  representative  for  about  28,- 
000  sugar  workers  in  the  Hawaiian  Islands.  As  an  organization  with 
a  real  stake  in  the  sugar  industry  we  appear  before  the  committee 
today  to  present  our  views  on  the  bill  entitled  “the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,” 
and  specifically  on  the  absence  of  certain  provisions  which  were  so 
significant  in  the  philosophy  and  administration  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1937.  These  are  embodied  in  section  301  of  the  present  act. 

When  the  late  President  Roosevelt  sent  his  message  to  Congress  on 
March  1,  1937,  recommending  a  new  sugar  act,  he  listed  the  various 
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groups  which  would  find  protection  under  the  act,  as  they  had  under 
the  old  Jones-Costigan  Act.  These  were  the  consumers,  the  growers,, 
the  processors,  and  the  workers.  He  had  this  to  say  about  the  men, 
women,  and  children  who  labor  in  the  sugar  fields : 

It  is  also  highly  desirable  to  continue  the  policy,  which  was  inherent  in  the 
Jones-Costigan  Act,  of  effectuating  the  principle  that  an  industry  which  desires 
the  protection  afforded  by  a  quota  system,  or  a  tariff,  should  be  expected  to 
guarantee  that  it  will  be  a  good  employer.  I  recommend,  therefore,  that  the 
prevention  of  child  labor  and  the  payment  of  wages  of  not  less  than  minimum 
standards,  be  included  among  the  conditions  for  receiving  a  Federal  payment. 

The  Chairman.  Would  you  mind  interruptions? 

Mr.  Glazier.  No,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  print  we  are  considering  does  con¬ 
tain  a  provision  with  reference  to  child  labor. 

Mr.  Glazier.  That  is  right,  sir,  I  realize  that.  These  provisions 
were,  as  you  know,  embodied  in  title  III,  section  301,  paragraph  (a) 
and  paragraph  (b)  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  But  of  these  two  pro¬ 
visions,  only  the  child-labor  provision  is  included  in  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948  proposed  to  this  committee  by  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Anderson 
on  June  21.  We  feel  this  is  a  departure  from  the  spirit  of  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1937  and  its  very  purpose.  We  also  feel  there  could  be  no 
excuse  at  this  time  when  the  costs  of  living  in  the  United  States  and 
in  the  off-shore  domestic  producing  areas  is  at  all-time  peaks,  for 
dropping  a  provision  which  guarantees  that  workers  in  the  cane  and 
beet  fields  be  paid  a  minimum  wage. 

f  It  is  our  understanding  that  a  spokesman  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  stated  here  that  since  all  segments  of  the  industry  were 
in  favor  of  discarding  this  provision,  the  Department  had  no  objec¬ 
tion.  However,  neither  the  workers  nor  the  small  farmers  who  are 
protected  under  section  301  were  ever  consulted.  They,  too,  are  a  part 
of  the  sugar  industry,  and  since  they  are  so  directly  involved,  one 
would  have  imagined  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  have 
consulted  the  organizations  representing  these  people.  This  was  not 
done. 

I  would  like  to  discuss  section  301  and  what  it  has  meant  in  the 
past.  The  present  labor  provision  has  two  parts.  It  makes  clear, 
first,  that  all  workers  shall  be  paid  for  work  performed,  and,  second, 
that  they  shall  be  paid  not  less  than  rates  declared  fair  and  reasonable 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

As  for  the  first  of  these  conditions,  that  all  workers  shall  be  paid 
for  work  performed,  the  intent  of  that  is  to  make  certain  that  the 
abuse  of  nonpayment  or  incomplete  payment  is  eliminated. 

I  have  here  a  recent  report  of  a  Federal  interagency  committee  on 
migrant  labor,  and  this  report  analyzes  the  labor  laws  applicable  to 
agricultural  labor  in  States  of  the  United  States.  In  the  following 
States,  which  are  significant  in  the  sugar  industry,  there  are  no  pro¬ 
visions  for  State  aid  in  the  collection  of  wages:  Colorado,  Florida, 
Idaho,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Louisiana,  Minnesota,  Montana,  Nebraska, 
North  Dakota,  Ohio,  and  Washington.  Also  in  the  Territory  of 
Puerto  Rico  there  is  no  provision  for  State  aid  in  wage  collection  for 
agricultural  workers.  The  new  act,  of  course,  does  away  with  this 
protection. 

In  appendix  H - 
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Mr.  Flannagan.  Right  there,  before  you  leave  that  point,  had 
some  of  the  laborers  failed  to  receive  their  wages  ? 

Mr.  Glazier.  The  point  I  was  making,  sir,  was  that  in  the  original 
act  provision  was  made  that  workers  would  be  paid  in  full.  That  was 
a  condition  for  receiving  payment. 

Mr.  F  lannacan.  Had  laborers  experienced  any  trouble  in  collecting 
their  wages? 

Mr.  Glazier.  It  is  my  understanding  that  there  had  been  problems 
sometimes,  if  not  in  nonpayment,  then  in  not  getting  complete  pay¬ 
ment  ;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Goff.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  a  question  ? 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Goff. 

Mr.  Goff.  You  say  there  is  no  law  in  Idaho  pertaining  to 
nonpayment? 

Mr.  Glazier.  I  am  quoting  from  this  study.  I  am  not  familiar 
with  the  State  laws.  This  is  a  recent  study  of  the  Federal  Interagency 
Committee  on  Migrant  Labor.  Appendix  H  is  a  table  entitled  “State 
Labor  Laws  Applicable  to  Agricultural  Workers,”  Mr.  Congressman,, 
and  under  the  section  of  Wage  Payments,  it  indicates  those  States 
which  give  State  aid  in  wage  collection.  As  I  read  the  table  here,  sir,. 
Idaho  is  not  listed  as  one  of  those  States. 

Mr.  Goff.  I  understand,  though,  you  went  further  and  said  there 
was  no  means  of  collecting. 

Mr.  Glazier.  I  am  sorry  if  I  gave  that  impression. 

Mr.  Goff.  Idaho,  of  course,  has  very  stringent  statutes  in  regard 
to  that. 

'  Mr.  Glazier.  I  was  referring  to  the  State  labor  laws  applicable  to 
agricultural  workers  which  give  them  State  aid  in  wage  collections. 

Mr.  Goff.  What  do  you  mean  by  “State  aid”  ?  You  mean  the  State 
provides  some  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  collect,  or  does  it  put  up  money 
to  pay  court  costs  ? 

Mr.  Glazier.  May  I  read  from  the  report  ? 

Mr.  Goff.  Yes. 

Mr.  Glazier.  It  says : 

Agricultural  workers  are  frequently  excluded  from  laws  which  require  regular, 
periodic  payments  of  wages.  In  addition,  the  majority  of  laws  included  on  the 
chart  apply  to  “companies”  or  “corporations,”  thereby  excluding  large  numbers 
of  farm  workers.  In  some  States  labor  departments  are  authorized  to  aid  in 
collecting  unpaid  wages. 

Mr.  Goff.  I  see.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Goff.  That  is  all  I  have. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Does  your  organization  recommend  that  there  be 
State  and  Federal  laws  to  assist  migrant  workers  in  collecting 
thei  r  pay  ? 

Mr.  Glazier.  I  am  not  making  a  recommendation  of  that  sort. 

Mr.  Andresen.  If  we  were  to  have  a  law  of  that  kind,  we  probably 
should  also  have  a  law  to  aid  the  merchants  to  collect  the  bills  that 
are  left  unpaid  by  some  of  the  workers.  You  are  recommending  that 
this  act  include  the  provision  of  the  old  act? 

Mr.  Glazier.  That  is  right,  Mr.  Congressman. 

Mr.  Andresen.  So  that  the  processor  cannot  be  paid  nor  the  farmer 
cannot  be  paid  unless  he  pays  Lis  labor  ? 

Mr.  Glazier.  That  is  right,  sir. 
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Mr.  Axdresen.  Would  you  have  an  objection  to  the  inclusion  of  a 
similar  amendment  that  the  merchants  and  others  be  protected  who 
do  business  with  the  migrant  workers? 

Mr.  Glazier.  I  do  not  know  that  this  is  the  act  for  such  a  provision, 
.sir.  Shall  I  proceed,  sir? 

The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed;  yes. 

Mr.  Glazier.  The  second  part  of  the  labor  provision  of  the  1937  act 
as  you  know,  made  the  payments  of  fair  and  reasonable  wages  a  condi¬ 
tion  of  receiving  the  payments  under  the  act. 

This  represented  a  new  approach  in  the  treatment  of  agricultural 
workers,  and  what  is  more  significant,  in  the  treatment  of  labor  in  an 
industry  with  tariff  protection. 

For  many  years  protective  systems  have  been  defended  on  the  ground 
that  labor  shared  in  the  benefits  derived  by  industry  from  such  pro¬ 
tection. 

Under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  a  portion  of  such  benefits  is  for  the  first 
time  specifically  reserved  for  workers. 

The  significance  of  this  cannot  be  overstressed.  The  Sugar  Act  of 
1937  exclusively  recognized  that  agricultural  laborers  are  entitled  to 
share  in  the  benefits  provided  by  our  national  farm  programs  and  by 
the  protective  tariff  and  subsidy  measures  adopted  by  the  Federal 
Government.  The  proposed  bill  throws  all  of  this  into  the  dust  bin. 

During  the  war  years,  because  of  competition  for  a  very  short  supply 
of  labor,  growers  in  most  areas  found  it  necessary,  as  they  had  not  in 
former  years,  to  pay  wages  higher  than  those  required  for  compliance 
under  the  Sugar  Act.  The  prescribed  rates  served  less  as  prevailing 
wages  than  as  a  protective  minimum. 

At  the  same  time,  these  prescribed  rates  served  as  a  stabilizing 
factor,  since  the  wage  rates  announced  in  one  year  were  based  generally 
on  standards  used  in  other  years.  That  is,  there  was  a  continuity  as  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  made  its  determination. 

Removing  this  provision  at  the  present  time,  in  a  period  of  increas¬ 
ing  supply  of  labor  and  keener  competition  among  workers  for  jobs,  is 
an  open  invitation  to  wage  cutting. 

I  want  to  say  something  about  the  term  “fair  and  reasonable.”  The 
term  “fair  and  reasonable”  in  this  section  lias  been  related  to  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  the  act.  The  main  consideration  has  been  the  allocation  to  wages 
of  a  customary  share  or  percentage  of  the  gross  returns  per  acre  or 
per  ton  of  beets.  In  the  past,  changes  in  the  minimum  wTage  have  been 
allied  closely  to  changes  in  gross  returns  per  acre  or  per  ton  of  beets, 
although  other  factors,  such  as  changes  in  the  cost  of  production  or  in 
cost  of  living,  are  given  consideration.  This  is  in  contrast  with  mini¬ 
mum  wage  determination  in  other  employments;  in  these  employ¬ 
ments,  certain  minimum  standards  of  wages,  determined  independently 
of  gross  returns  or  other  criteria  of  the  economic  status  of  employers, 
are  usually  the  overriding  consideration. 

For  example,  from  1939  to  1945,  under  these  wage  determinations, 
the  hourly  rate  in  sugar-beet  farming  in  Washington  and  California 
increased  39  percent  for  thinning,  46  percent  for  harvesting,  and  60 
percent  for  hoeing.  Composite  farm  rates  rose  251  percent  in  Wash¬ 
ington  and  179  percent  in  California  over  the  same  period.  These 
figures  are  from  a  recent  study  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 
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Mr.  Axdresen.  May  I  suggest — -of  course,  the  wage  increases  in 
that  area  were  somewhat  similar  in  all  lines.  I  know,  for  instance, 
in  the  dairy  industry,  where  they  had  been  employing  milkers  for  $100 
a  month,  they  had  to  pay  over  $200  a  month  back  in  1945,  the  period 
to  which  you  refer. 

Mr.  Glazier.  Yes. 

Mr.  Axdresex.  That  was  due  to  a  scarcity  of  labor  because  of  attrac¬ 
tive  wages  paid  in  other  industries  for  labor.  I  do  not  think  you  can 
use  the  same  yardstick  now. 

Mr.  Glazier.  The  only  point  I  wanted  to  make  in  this  example, 
Congressman,  was  to  indicate  that  these  wage  determinations,  as  they 
have  operated,  have  not  had  the  effect  of  driving  wages  up  very  rap¬ 
idly,  or  bringing  about  wage  increases  which  were  out  of  line  with  the 
wage  rate  paid  to  other  agricultural  workers.  On  the  contrary,  as 
these  figures  indicate  for  these  two  States,  the  increases  lagged  behind 
in  this  particular  period. 

Mr.  Andresex.  I  cannot  quite  agree  with  you.  We  held  some  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  west  coast  in  1945.  We  went  into  the  cost  of  agricultural 
labor,  and  we  found  the  competition  between  industrial  and  agri¬ 
cultural  labor  forced  the  agricultural  wages  up  considerably,  the  same 
as  they  were  in  industry.  I  have  figures  to  bear  that  out.  So  if  you 
take  the  rest  of  the  country  into  consideration,  you  will  find  another 
picture.  Mr.  Glazier.  Despite  these  limitations,  however,  the  sugar 
field  workers  have  had  the  assurance  that  before  their  employer  re¬ 
ceived  any  payment  from  the  Federal  Government,  they,  the  workers, 
would  have  to  be  paid,  and  at  a  rate  approved  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  This  protection,  flimsy  as  it  was,  would  be  denied  the 
sugar  workers  under  the  new  bill. 

Instead  of  agreeing  to  destroy  this  single  guaranty,  it  would  be 
more  to  the  point  for  this  committee  to  investigate  means  of  strength¬ 
ening  this  section  of  the  Sugar  Act.  For  example,  one  might  suggest 
establishing  standards  under  which  the  workers  would  benefit  from 
and  share  in  the  technological  development  in  the  industry  itself. 
And  in  the  actual  determination  of  wages  it  might  be  profitable  to 
have  area  committees  composed  of  growers  and  workers,  with  a  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  present.  These  com¬ 
mittees  could  make  the  recommendations  out  of  their  own  practical 
experiences  and  relationships,  of  their  knowledge  of  the  industry  in 
that  particular  area  and  for  a  given  crop.  In  tliis  manner  you  could] 
have  greater  local  interest  and  participation  in  the  establishment  of 
the  fair  and  reasonable  wage. 

I  just  want  to  say  one  further  thing  about  the  labor  section,  and 
that  is  I  cannot  help  pointing  out  that  when  the  Mexican  workers 
came  into  this  country  during  the  war  the  contract  between  our  country 
and  the  Mexican  Government  provided  that,  as  far  as  Mexican  work¬ 
ers  were  concerned,  they  were  to  receive  medical  attention,  transporta¬ 
tion,  and  they  even  set  a  minimum  weekly  wage  for  them,  or  a  mini¬ 
mum  weekly  earning,  which  is  something  that  American  agricultural 
workers  have  never  enjoyed. 

Incidentally,  when  I  speak  of  agricultural  workers  in  this  context 
I  am  referring  not  only  to  the  workers  employed  on  beet,  but  the 
many  small  farmers  in  Florida  and  Louisiana  who  supplement  their 
income  by  working  in  the  canefields  during  the  harvesting  period. 
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This  leads  me  to  another  part  of  section  301  which  has  been  dis¬ 
carded  under  the  new  bill.  Section  301  (b)  provides  that  grower- 
processors  who  intend  to  apply  for  Federal  sugar  payments  are  also 
required  to  pay  fair  and  reasonable  prices  for  cane  or  beets  bought 
from  other  growers.  This  paragraph  was  included  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  small  farmers.  Processor-producers  grow  a  substantial  part 
of  all  domestic  sugarcane  and  receive  relatively  large  conditional 
payments.  Consequently  the  teians  of  the  fair-price  determinations 
become  the  general  basis  for  the  purchase  of  sugarcane.  Small 
growers  who  are  assured  protection  under  the  Sugar  Act  have  been 
stripped  by  the  new  bill. 

I  have  confined  my  comments  to  the  deletion  of  paragraphs  (b) 
and  (c)  from  section  301,  and  the  fact  that  the  paragraph  dealing 
with  the  guaranty  of  paying  the  minimum  wage  and  processor- 
grower  to  pay  a  fair  price,  were  all  dropped  from  the  new  bill. 

Mr.  Hill.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  a  question? 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Hill. 

Mr.  Hill.  This  committee  has  had  under  consideration  a  perma¬ 
nent  farm-labor  program.  Would  you  not  suggest,  or  would  it  not 
be  better  to  have  the  minimum  wage  and  many  other  recommenda¬ 
tions  included  in  that  bill  rather  than  in  a  bill  that  provides  regula¬ 
tion  for  one  industry  ? 

Mr.  Glazier.  I  certainly  am  in  favor  of  legislation  of  the  sort  you 
are  referring  to,  Mr.  Congressman.  As  I  pointed  out,  the  thing 
that  was  so  significant  about  the  minimum  wage  and  the  manner  in 
which  it  was  determined  under  the  Sugar  Act  was  that  here  we  have 
an  industry  which  was  getting  a  certain  kind  of  protection,  and 
procedures  had  been  established  for  everyone  in  the  industry  to 
share  in  the  benefits,  including  the  workers.  This  is  something  which 
I  think  is  very  desirable  and  very  necessary,  and  I  see  no  reason  why 
it  should  be  dropped. 

Mr.  Hill.  The  question  that  comes  to  my  mind  is  this :  When  this 
legislation  was  passed  in  1937,  your  farm-labor  situation  was  alto¬ 
gether  different  than  it  is  today.  Mr.  Andresen  mentioned  the 
farmer  competing  with  industrial  plants.  Today  going  on  in  my 
own  county  is  construction  work  to  finish  a  great  irrigation  project. 
They  are  paying  as  much  as  $1.20  an  hour  for  shovel,  spade,  and 
pick  woi'k.  If  you  think  that  does  not  affect  every  little  business 
around  that  territory,  you  are  all  wrong;  because  do  you  think,  as 
a  laborer,  you  will  work  in  an  ice  plant  or  in  a  sugar  beet  field  and 
other  jobs  at  75  cents  an  hour  when  you  can  go  on  the  mountainside 
and  get  $1.20  an  hour  for  the  same  number  of  hours?  So  you  see 
it  does  directly  affect  every  farmer  in  the  community  and  every 
little  industry. 

Now,  you  come  along  and  say  you  want  us  to  put  that  into  effect 
in  one  specific  industry  when,  as  I  say,  the  whole  business  belongs 
in  that  permanent  labor  program. 

Just  as  soon  as  the  great  dam  is  finished,  then  that  pressure  for 
labor  will  disappear,  but  you  propose  to  freeze  us  here.  You  know 
what  the  farmer  will  do.  He  will  just  say,  uTo  heck  with  the  labor. 
I  will  just  farm  what  I  can,”  and  the  rest  of  the  crowd  will  follow 
him.  We  found  this  true  in  the  paying  of  herders.  I  am  not  argu¬ 
ing  that  they  were  paid  enough.  They  were  getting  $40,  $50,  and 
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$75  a  month  previous  to  the  war.  During  the  war  did  the  price  of 
herders  increase?  It  certainly  did.  It  went  as  high  as  $175  to 
$200  a  month.  Can  we  keep  it  up  there?  Of  course  we  cannot  keep 
it  up.  What  will  a  farmer  do?  He  will  cut  his  flock;  disperse  it. 
He  will  be  compelled  to.  What  will  happen  to  labor? 

All  you  are  talking  about  should  go  into  a  permanent  labor  program, 

Mr.  Glazier.  I  do  not  think  I  am  making  a  proposal  to  freeze  wages 
at  some  high  level,  nor  do  I  want  to  crack  down  on  anybody,  but  we 
have  had  legislation  which  included  these  provisions,  Congressman. 
Now,  a  provision  is  made  for  a  new  Sugar  Act  which  dropped  them  out. 
They  are  now  excluded.  They  were  part  of  the  old  philosophy  in  the 
administration  of  the  old  act.  They  were  there  for  a  given  purpose. 
I  think  it  was  a  very  good  idea,  and  it  did  a  good  thing,  and  I  can  see 
no  reason  at  this  time  to  make  this  kind  of  specific  discrimination. 

Mr.  Hill.  We  do  not  entirely  disagree.  We  disagree  in  the  way  to 
bring  this  about.  I  say  we  should  write  this  kind  of  labor  legislation 
in  a  permanent  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Glazier.  It  is  easing  up. 

Mr.  Hill.  It  is  easing  up.  I  hope  we  do  not  have  it  easing  so  much 
that  we  will  have  men  idle. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

If  not,  we  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Glazier. 

The  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Robert  K.  Lamb. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  K.  LAMB,  LEGISLATIVE  REPRESENTA¬ 
TIVE,  UNITED  STEELWORKERS  OF  AMERICA,  CIO 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  state  for  the  record,  Mr.  Lamb,  your  full 
name  and  whom  you  represent  ? 

Mr.  Lamb.  My  full  name  is  Robert  K.  Lamb,  of  Washington,  D.  C., 
and  I  am  the  legislative  representative  for  the  United  Steelworkers  of 
America,  and  I  am  here  representing  the  national  CIO  in  connection 
with  this  proposed  legislation,  the  committee  print,  and  also  the  bill 
introduced  by  the  chairman,  Congressman  Hope. 

I  will  make  my  testimony  very  brief  by  saying  that  the  national  CIO 
is  interested  in  this  particular  legislation,  because  it  is  our  belief,  as 
Mr.  Glazier  has  indicated,  that  when  this  legislation  for  the  beet-sugar 
industry  was  first  drafted,  it  had  the  intention  of  maintaining  a  bal¬ 
ance  within  the  industry  between  the  various  factors,  and  that  it  has 
.served  that  purpose  well,  and  we  know  of  no  reason  why  the  proposal 
which  Congressman  Hope  has  made  of  a  continuation  for  another  year 
without  alteration  in  these  relationships  should  not  be  proceeded  with, 
and  consequently  we  are  here  proposing  the  continuation  at  this  time. 

I  myself  have  been  interested  in  the  problems  of  the  beet-sugar 
worker,  insofar  as  he  is  a  migratory  worker,  from  the  time  when  I  was 
employed  by  the  House  Committee  on  Migration,  and  what  I  know 
with  respect  to  these  matters  has  to  do  with  the  very  definite  and  seri¬ 
ous  problems  which  existed  over  a  long  period  of  years  for  not  all  but 
many  of  the  workers  in  the  beet-sugar  industry  who  have  been  migra¬ 
tory. 

The  beet-sugar  industry,  as  this  committee  well  knows,  has  had  to 
rely  upon  this  type  of  labor  over  the  period  of  many  years.  The  war 
altered  that  situation  some,  but  not  completely.  As  you  know,  there 
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was  throughout  the  war  a  continuous  demand  on  the  part  of  the  indus¬ 
try  for  the  importation  of  Mexicans  to  supplement  the  supply,  and 
many  hearings  were  had  by  war  agencies  in  this  connection. 

One  of  your  committee  has  pointed  out  that  at  the  present  time  in 
most  places  the  demand  for  labor  is  such,  in  industries  other  than  the 
beet-sugar  industry,  that  it  is  desirable  to  let  these  wages  find  their  own 
level.  The  indications  are,  it  seems  to  me  from  information  that  has 
come  to  us,  particularly  from  the  west  coast,  that  there  is  already  de¬ 
veloping  an  agricultural  labor  surplus  .in  some  places,  and  I  think  an 
investigation,  especially  on  the  west  coast  at  the  present  time,  would 
show  that  this  is  creating  some  serious  local  problems  for  the  public 
authorities  in  the  way  of  assistance  for  these  people. 

Now,  obviously,  if  that  agricultural  problem  grows  and  the  number 
of  people  moving  from  one  place  to  another  in  agricultural  regions  in¬ 
creases,  this  type  of  balance  within  the  industry  is  going  to  become  so 
much  the  more  important. 

I  think  before  the  committee  launches  upon  the  proposal,  which 
I  believe  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  that  you  at  this 
time  abandon  the  minimum  wage  machinery  and  the  other  machinery 
for  taking  care  of  the  smaller  farmer  in  the  industry,  that  it  will  be 
well  for  the  committee  to  give  more  time  and  consideration  to  the 
matter  than  can  be  given  this  year,  and  if  some  change  in  the 
machinery  is  needed,  to  proceed  with  that,  but  in  the  meantime  to 
permit  the  proposal  as  originally  brought  in  by  the  chairman  of  this 
committee  to  be  carried  out. 

I  think  that  covers  the  points  I  had  in  mind  making  to  this  com¬ 
mittee.  If  the  committee  desires,  I  will  be  glad  to  see  to  it  that  the 
CIO  submits,  in  written  form,  a  somewhat  more  extended  statement 
for  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  If  you  desire  to  submit  a  statement,  the  committee 
will  be  very  glad  to  have  you  do  so. 

Are  there  any  questions? 

Mr.  Hill.  I  might  say  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  be  permitted : 
There  is  a  definite  effort  being  made  at  this  moment  to  mechanize 
the  beet  industry.  We  have  had  testimony  before  this  committee  that 
in  about  7  to  10  years  we  can  have  the  beet  sugar  industry  practically 
mechanized,  and  stoop  labor,  as  we  call  it,  will  almost  disappear.  At 
that  time,  of  course,  we  will  not  have  any  reason  to  bring  in  Mexicans, 
or  bring  in  even  our  American  laborers  in  those  sections.  I  might 
say  that  every  beet  producer,  in  my  judgment,  will  be  glad  of  the 
day  when  lie  can  mechanize  his  beet  production. 

Furthermore,  we  are  trying  our  best  to  make  more  efficient  these 
farm  laborers.  There  are  many  families  in  our  territory  that  have 
come  up  to  work  only  for  a  while  in  the  beet  season  and  became 
permanent  workers  on  farms  and  we  are  getting  more  permanent 
farm  laborers. 

Mr.  Lamb.  I  might  say  this :  Mechanization  in  industry  has  been 
going  on  for  some  time.  In  fact,  during  the  period  we  were  investi¬ 
gating  the  matter  before  the  House  committee  it  was  already  in  sight. 
My  point  would  be  that  in  this  period  of  transition  obviously  those 
operations  which  are  mechanized  are  going  to  have  an  effect  on  those 
operations  which  are  not,  and  on  those  people  who  are  not.  In  the 
interval,  even  on  farms  where  there  is  increasing  mechanization,  there 
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is  going  to  be  a  reduction  in  the  amount  of  time  needed  by  the  workers 
who  are  there,  and  probably  a  decrease  in  their  employment  while 
they  are  at  the  site  of  the  operation,  and  by  the  same  token,  on  those 
farms  which  are  not  so  mechanized  but  will  sooner  or  later  have  to 
be,  they  will  be  in  competition  with  those  which  are,  and  this  is  an¬ 
other  argument  for  some  kind  of  maintenance  of  machinery  until 
this  thing  can  be  surveyed  and  worked  out. 

Mr.  Hill.  Isn’t  that  a  good  argument  for  the  statement  I  made 
when  the  other  witness  was  on  the  stand,  that  what  we  need  to  do  is 
to  work  out  a  permanent  farm-labor  program  ? 

Take  beets,  for  example,  this  question  we  are  speaking  about  this 
morning,  we  should  work  it  out  in  a  permanent  farm-labor  program 
rather  than  write  it  into  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Lamb.  I  agree,  Congressman,  that  a  larger  program  is  needed, 
but  I  would  say  this  is  not  a  question  of  writing  it  into  the  legislation 
but  of  keeping  something  that  already  exists,  and  of  attempting,  in 
the  interval,  to  discover  how  it  fits  into  the  larger  program. 

Mr.  Hill.  The  gentleman  understands  why  it  was  written  into  the 
legislation  in  1937.  It  was  written  in  there  because  of  your  labor 
situation  at  that  particular  time.  That  situation  does  not  now  exist. 
Of  course,  when  you  say  it  is  going  to  exist,  that  is  just  guessing. 

Mr.  Lamb.  I  can  only  here  say  that  there  are  these  evidences  in  cer¬ 
tain  parts  of  the  country  where  large-scale  use  of  agricultural  workers 
and  especially  migrants  goes  on.  and  that  the  evidence  seems  to  be 
that  those  surpluses,  at  least  for  part  of  the  season,  are  developing 
and  creating  problems. 

Mr.  Hill.  You  would  not  be  venturing  a  statement,  would  you,  that 
the  great  State  of  Kansas  will  not  be  advertising  for  harvest  hands  to 
harvest  its  grain  crop? 

Mr.  Lamb.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Hill.  The  Great  Plains  section  is  anticipating  a  record  wheat 
crop,  and  I  thought  they  would  need  lots  of  help. 

Mr.  Lamb.  I  don’t  thing  there  is  question  but  that  in  1947  most  of 
the  farmers  are  going  to  need  all  the  help  they  can  get. 

Mr.  Hill.  That  is  all. 

The  Chairman.  If  there  are  no  further  questions,  we  thank  you  very 
much,  Mr.  Lamb. 

The  next  witness  will  be  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Sasuly. 

STATEMENT  OF  MRS.  ELIZABETH  SASULY,  WASHINGTON  REPRE¬ 
SENTATIVE  OF  THE  FOOD,  TOBACCO,  AGRICULTURAL,  AND 

ALLIED  WORKERS  UNION,  CIO 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  My  name  is  Elizabeth  Sasuly,  and  I  am  the  Washing¬ 
ton  representative  of  the  Food,  Tobacco,  Agricultural,  and  Allied 
Workers  Union,  affiliated  with  the  CIO.  I  am  appearing  here  on 
behalf  of  my  organization. 

The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  Our  organization,  Mr.  Chairman,  has  had  considerable 
experience  with  the  operation  of  the  fair  and  reasonable  wage  deter¬ 
mination  mechanism  under  the  Sugar  Act.  We  can  see  absolutely 
no  reason,  at  a  time  when  we  are  facing,  we  believe,  serious  develop¬ 
ments  which  will,  to  a  considerable  degree,  duplicate  what  we  had  in 
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the  thirties,  in  which  there  will  be  large  surpluses  of  agricultural 
labor — although  that  situation  has  not  as  yet  developed  except  in 
certain  areas — we  can  see  no  reason  at  this  particular  time  for  drop¬ 
ping  the  labor  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act. 

I  believe  the  basic  reason  for  the  original  incorporation  of  these 
wage  determination  provisions  in  the  Sugar  Act  was  the  fact  that  the 
producers  were  obtaining  certain  benefits,  and.  there  was  an  attempt, 
a  vei'}T  correct  attempt  we  believe,  to  see  to  it  that  those  benefits  were 
not  obtained  unless  certain  conditions  were  also  met  with  respect  to  the 
sugar  beet  agricultural  wage  workers.  With  respect  to  the  reasons  for 
the.  wage  guaranties,  we  see  no  change  in  the  situation. 

It  is  proposed  that  these  benefits  to  the  sugar-beet  producers  still 
continue.  We  believe  the  same  contingency  of  these  benefits  upon 
meeting  the  fair  and  reasonable  wage  requirements  provided  for  in 
the  act  should  continue. 

We  think  that  the  proposal  for  the  extension  of  the  act  for  1  year, 
made  in  the  bill  introduced  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee  should 
be  accepted.  We  see  no  reason  for  the  acceptance  of  the  substitute 
proposal  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

I  do  not  have  a  long  statement  to  make.  I  would  just  like  to  men¬ 
tion  one  point.  There  has  been  some  reference  here  to  proposed  per¬ 
manent  legislation  that  is  being  considered  by  your  committee.  I  pre¬ 
sume  the  reference  is  to  H.  R.  3367  which  is  before  this  committee. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  Mr.  Hill  had  reference  to  permanent  agri¬ 
cultural  labor  legislation. 

Mr.  Granger.  That  is  not  farm  legislation  that  only  deals  with 
migrant  workers. 

Mr.  Hell.  You  don’t  mean  to  say  the  beet  laborers  are  arbitrary? 

Mr.  Granger.  I  am  saying  the  legislation  we  are  considering 
in  reference  to  a  general  farm-labor  program  does  not  only  deal 
with  farm  workers  other  than  migrants. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  I  agree  with  the  statement  made  by  the  Congressman, 
and  I  want  to  say  just  a  few  words  about  H.  R.  3367  and  what  it  does 
not  deal  with,  in  fact,  what  it  specifically  prohibits.  I  am  sorry  I  do 
not  have  a  copy  of  the  bill  with  me,  but  I  am  sure  everyone  on  the 
committee  is  familiar  with  it. 

That  bill  provides — and  I  will  be  glad  to  cite  the  section  to  you — 
that  the  agencies  of  the  Government  which  deal  with  the  farm-labor 
problems  shall  do  nothing  to  set  any  type  of  wage  for  farm  workers. 
It  is  a  little  difficult  for  me  to  understand,  and  as  far  as  I  know  this 
is  the  only  farm-labor  legislation  specifically  before  this  committee, 
how  a  bill,  unless  radically  modified,  and  we  certainly  hope  that  it  be 
radically  modified,  could  provide  for  the  sugar-beet  agricultural 
workers,  or  any  other  agricultural  workers,  with  respect  to  wages  when 
there  is  in  that  bill  a  provision  saying  that  nothing  shall  be  done  to 
establish  any  type  of  wage  standards  not  even  prevailing  wages,  when 
farm  labor  is  moved  across  State  lines. 

I  do  not  want  to  go  into  all  the  aspects  of  H.  R.  3367  because  I  have 
heretofore  presented,  on  behalf  of  my  organization,  a  statement  on 
that  bill  and  it  has  been  filed  with  your  committee.  However,  it  seems 
to  me,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  has  been  no  proposal  that  I  know 
of  in  this  Congress  to  extend  the  benefits  of  the  Wages  and  Hours 
Act  to  agriculture  labor;  there  has  been  no  proposal  that  even  a  pre- 
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vailing  wage  must  be  paid  (and  this  is  something  which  was  in  effect, 
by  administrative  regulation,  before  the  war,  and  in  the  early  days  of 
the  war,  before  the  farm-security  program  on  that  point  was  done  away 
with)  there  has  been  no  proposal  to  do  anything  like  that,  and  it  seems 
to  me,  in  view  of  this,  unless  proposals  were  to  be  made  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  extend  the  Wages  and  Hours  Act  to  agricultural  labor, 
which  we  heartily  support,  that  this  committee  ought  to  continue  the 
specific  type  of  wage  determination  for  sugar  workers. 

Incidentally,  this  is  the  setting  of  a  fair  and  reasonable  wage;  it 
is  not  freezing  of  wages,  as  an  earlier  witness  has  pointed  out,  when 
they  may  be  at  temporary  abnormally  high  levels.  To  take  away 
that  benefit  from  a  group  of  workers  who  have  no  benefits  under  any 
Federal  legislation  whatsoever  and  who,  because  in  this  instance  the 
producers  are  obtaining  very  specific  benefits,  are  certainly  entitled  to 
a  very  small  share  in  those  benefits  in  the  form  of  a  fair  and  reasonable 
wage,  is  certainly  a  scandalous  proposal. 

That  is  all  I  have  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  Do  you  think  they  are  paying  a  wage  now  com¬ 
parable  to  other  agricultural  commodities? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  I  think  it  varies  very  much,  Mr.  Congressman.  I 
think  in  many  instances  they  are  not.  I  think  perhaps  in  some  in¬ 
stances  they  may  be.  I  would  say  that  the  real  point  there  is  that 
whatever  the  temporary  situation  may  be,  there  is  no  floor  under  the 
wages  of  agricultural  workers.  The  agricultural  worker  has  no  guar¬ 
anty  that  with  the  development  of  a  surplus  labor  situation  he  will 
have  any  place  to  work. 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  Have  you  ever  lived  on  a  farm  ? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  I  haven’t  lived  on  a  farm,  but  my  father  has  a  farm  in 
Michigan,  and  I  have  spent  quite  a  good  deal  of  time  there. 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  You  do  not  know  anything  about  the  practical 
operation  of  a  farm? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  I  certainly  am  not  a  practical  farm  expert  in  any 
sense  of  the  word.  However,  my  father  is  a  farmer. 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  Have  you  gathered  any  statistics  on  the  question 
of  the  wages  paid  by  farmers  to  farm  workers  as  compared  with  the 
price  that  the  farmer  gets.  I  think  he  always  paid  just  as  much  as  he 
could  possibly  pay,  as  the  price  he  received  for  his  products  would 
justify  him  to  pay.  Hasn’t  that  been  the  history  of  agriculture? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  1  am  sure,  Congressmen,  I  would  like  to  think  so,  and 
I  know  in  many  cases  farmers  pay  just  as  much  as  they  can  pay,  but 
I  am  afraid,  over  a  period  of  years,  if  you  look  at  the  figures,  I  do  not 
believe  they  would  sustain  that  point. 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  You  would  not  want  the  farmer  to  pay  more  than 
he  would  be  justified  in  pajdng  as  measured  by  the  price  he  gets  for  his 
comodities,  would  you  ?  « 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  Congressman,  in  the  case  of  the  sugar  industry,  the 
farmers  are  getting  very  definite  benefits  from,  the  Government. 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  I  don’t  know  about  them  getting  special  benefits 
from  the  Government. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  I  am  testifying  to  that. 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  The  people  in  my  district  who  are  chopping  cot¬ 
ton,  which  is  a  simple  operation,  are  getting  from  $5  to  $7.50  a  day. 
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That  is  what  our  farmers  pay  just  for  chopping  a  few  weeds,  the 
simplest  operation  known  on  the  farm. 

Mr.  Granger.  Do  you  remember  the  day  when  they  got  less  than 
a  dollar  a  day  ? 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  Yes,  but  I  remember  the  farmer  getting  5  cents 
a  pound.  Do  you  remember  when  they  were  getting  5  cents  a  pound  ? 
That  was  less  than  it  cost  to  produce  the  cotton.  He  cannot  pay  any¬ 
thing  on  that,  in  fact  he  is  going  into  the  hole.  I  say,  if  you  look  into 
this  thing,  agriculture  has  paid  all  that  the  industry  would  justify, 
and  it  would  gladly  do  so.  That  is  my  experience,  and  I  was  reared 
on  a  farm  and  have  been  associated  with  it  all  my  life. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  Congressman,  isn’t  it  true  that  many  industries,  not 
all  industries,  but  many  industries,  pay  what  they  feel  they  can  pay, 
and  yet  the  Congress  has  seen  fit  to  pass  a  minimum  wage  law  which 
will  put  a  minimum  floor  under  wages  in  industry  ? 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  Other  industries  have  not  done  it,  but  I  am  speak¬ 
ing  of  agriculture.  The  farmers  of  this  Nation  have  always  been 
willing  to  pay  an  adequate  wage,  if  they  got  a  fair  price  for  their  com¬ 
modities.  They  always  boosted  the  wage  along  as  the  prices  went  up 
for  the  commodities  they  grew.  That  has  been  my  experience  in  all 
my  years.  I  was  reared!  on  the  farm,  and  I  know  what  the  farmers 
have  paid  and  what  the  problems  of  the  farmers  are,  at  least  in  Mis¬ 
souri. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  I  cannot  speak  for  Missouri,  Congressman,  but  I  can 
speak  from  considerable  experience  in  California.  I  know  the  big 
corporate  farms  like  the  Balfour  Guthrie  ranches  and  Tagus  ranch 
in  California.  They  are  not  small  farmers  who  want  to  pay  as  much 
as  they  possibly  can  to  the  workers — I  know  that  these  big  farm  cor¬ 
porations  are  not  responsive  to  the  needs  of  the  workers  in  terms  of 
wages  and  in  terms  of  prices  that  they  receive  in  California. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Poage. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  just  wondering  if  you  see  any  good  reason  why  the 
cost  of  farm  labor  should  not  be  considered  as  one  of  the  factors  in 
determining  a  fair  price  for  agricultural  products  ? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  You  are  referring  to  what  was  the  Pace  amendment  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  just  asking  you  if  you  know  any  good  reason  why 
the  cost  of  farm  labor  should  not  be  included  in  determining  what  is  a 
fair  price  for  farm  products  ? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  Well,  Congressman,  we  believe  that  the  purpose  which 
would  have  been  served  by  that  legislation  when  it  was  originally 
proposed,  and  particularly  the  purpose  which  would  be  served  by  it 
at  this  time,  when  ultimate  prices  to  consumers  are  getting  as  far  out 
of  hand  as  they  are,  would  be  to  increase  the  inflationary  situation  in 
which  we  are  and  to  raise  prices  to  the  consumer  in  a  way  which  we 
do  not  think  would  be  justified. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  think  the  price  should  remain  down  to  the  farmer 
and  that  he  at  the  same  time  be  required  to  pay  high  wage  costs  and 
then  not  be  able  to  reflect  those  high  wages  in  the  price  of  his  product? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  No,  sir;  we  believe  that  the  support-price  program  for 
farmers  should  continue.  We  believe  that  the  drastic  cuts  made  in  the 
various  programs  for  farmers  should  be  restored  and  those  programs 
expanded.  We  believe,  and  have  so  testified  and  stated  before  com- 
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mittees  of  this  Congress,  that  many  types  of  aicl  should  be  given  to  the 
farmer,  aid  such  as  has  been  given  in  the  past,  and  with  further  guar¬ 
anties  for  the  future. 

Mr.  Poage.  Let  us  talk  about  the  support-price  programs  that  you 
want  to  maintain.  What  is  the  support  price  on  cotton?  It  is  about 
24  or  25  cents,  isn’t  it?  It  is  around  25  cents,  or  probably  a  little 
under.  Now,  it  is  pretty  generally  recognized,  and  I  do  not  suppose 
you  will  dispute  the  fact,  that  the  price  of  cotton  per  pound  repre¬ 
sents  approximately  the  wage  per  hour  that  the  grower  of  cotton  gets 
piaid  for  the  labor  that  he  puts  into  the  growing  of  that  crop.  I  do  not 
say  that  is  exactly  the  ratio.  I  know  on  one  farm  the  farmer  may 
make  30  or  35  cents,  or  even  50  cents  an  hour  for  his  work,  but  some 
other  farmer  may  make  a  good  deal  less,  but  taking  the  Nation  over, 
the  price  per  pound  that  cotton  brings  has  a  direct  relationship  to 
the  wage  per  hour  that  the  crop  will  pay  for  the  number  of  man-hours 
required  to  grow  that  cotton.  That  means  the  support  price  for  the 
cotton  fanner  is  approximately  25  cents  an  hour  for  his  work.  Do 
you  think  he  is  robbing  anybody  at  that  sort  of  wage  ? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  Congressman,  I  cannot  answer  your  question  about 
the  relationship  of  the  price  per  pound  to  the  wages  per  hour.  I  am 
not  good  enough  at  arithmetic  to  figure  that  out  offhand. 

Mr.  Poage.  Do  you  know  that  more  than  half  the  farmers  in  Amer¬ 
ica  grow  cotton?  Most  people  don’t  know  it.  I  am  not  charging 
you  with  ignorance,  you  understand,  but  actually  more  than  half  the 
farmers  in  America  grow  cotton.  Consequently,  we  are  not  talking 
about  one  isolated  or  small  segment  of  agriculture,  we  are  talking 
about  half  the  farmers  in  America  when  we  are  talking  about  cotton. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  What  I  wanted  to  say,  Mr.  Congressman,  when  I 
mentioned  support  prices,  was  that  we  are  in  favor  of  guaranties  which 
will  give  the  farmer  security  into  the  future  in  his  production.  I  am 
not  an  expert  in  the  field  of  cotton  and  I  cannot  contest  and  I  would 
not  want  to  contest  your  figures  there,  but  when  I  talk  about  support 
prices,  and  we  support  this  program  for  farmers,  that  is  what  I 
mean. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  high  would  you  be  willing  to  support  cotton? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  Congressman,  I  am  not  qualified  to  answer  that  ques¬ 
tion  ;  I  am  sorry.  I  do  not  know  the  answer  to  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  People  do  not  like  to  talk  about  cotton  and  yet  more 
than  half  the  farmers  in  America  grow  it. 

Mr.  Granger.  Too  many  of  them. 

Mr.  Poage.  Undoubtedly  so,  but  they  have  got  to  live  on  whatever 
it  brings,  and  yet  the  public  seems  to  think  we  are  charging  too  much. 
Do  you  think  that  farm  prices  are  too  high  today  ? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  I  do  not  think  farm  prices  are  generally  too  high 
today.  I  think  an  awful  lot  is  going  to  the  middleman,  between  the 
farmer  and  consumer ;  the  spread  is  too  great. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  talking  about  the  prices  that  the  farmer  gets  for 
his  product.  I  am  talking  about  the  price  that  the  farmer  gets  for 
his  wheat  when  he  hauls  it  to  the  elevator  and  sells,  and  I  am  talking 
about  the  price  that  the  farmer  gets  for  his  cotton  when  he  hauls  it 
to  the  market. 

Mr.  Sasuly.  We  are  in  favor  of  good  prices  for  farmers. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  do  not  think  the  present  prices  are  too  high? 
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Mrs.  Sasuly.  I  haven’t  studied  the  situation  exhaustively,  but  my 
statement  holds,  we  are  in  favor  of  high  and  good  prices  for  the  farm¬ 
er,  and  we  also  want  the  farmer  to  have  security. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  glad  to  have  you  say  the  prices  are  not  too  high, 
because  so  many  of  the  labor  organizations  seemed  to  indicate  that 
they  thought  the  farmers  are  making  too  much  and  that  the  farmers 
are  holding  up  the  public.  The  dress  you  are  wearing  cost  about 
$50  or  $60,  when  it  should  cost  $15. 

Mrs.  Sasuey.  No,  sir;  I  feel  very  strongly  about  that,  and  I  speak 
for  my  organization.  We  do  not  think  the  farmer  is  holding  up  the 
public.  We  believe  a  lot  of  other  people  are  holding  up  the  public, 
but  the  farmers  are  not  holding  up  the  public. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  glad  to  hear  that  you  think  so.  I  hope  you  will 
think  this  thing  over  and  agree  that  the  farmer  is  entitled  to  add  to 
his  cost  the  increases  he  has  to  pay  for  farm  labor.  I  am  in  hearty 
agreement  that  farm  labor  should  receive  a  good  wage.  I  think  the 
farmers  would  be  better  off  if  farm  labor  received  a  good  wage,  and 
I  think  the  community  would  be  better  off  if  the  farm  labor  received 
a  good  wage. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  May  I  ask  you  a  question,  Congressman  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  Sure. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  Are  you  in  favor  of  a  minimum  wage  for  farm  labor  ? 
I  am  not  talking  about  an  exact  figure,  but  are  you  in  favor  of  a 
minimum  wage  for  farm  labor  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  Only  provided  you  let  us  reflect  it  in  farm  prices  and 
give  the  farmer  a  guaranty  that  he  will  be  able  to  reflect  it  in  farm 
prices.  Only  when  we  may  know  the  farmer  can  pass  it  on  to  the 
consumer,  in  that  event,  I  will  go  along  with  you,  but  I  will  not  go 
along  with  you  if  you  say  that  the  farmer  cannot  put  farm  wages 
into  his  price  structure.  Were  we  to  pass  a  minimum  wage  without 
such  a  guaranty  it  woidd  all  come  out  of  the  farmer’s  hide  and  nobody 
else’s,  because  he  could  not  reflect  it  in  his  prices.  Certainly,  I 
would  not  support  it  under  the  set-up  you  are  proposing.  If  you  go 
along  with  us  and  treat  the  farmer  fairly,  I  would  be  glad  to  give 
labor  the  same  kind  of  protection. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  We  are  very  interested  in  having  your  views  on  the 
subject,  Congressman. 

Mr.  Granger.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  will  yield. 

Mr.  Granger.  Coming  back  to  the  original  question  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  about  the  reflecting  farm  labor  in  the  price  of  farm 
commodities,  if  the  farmer  did  not  include  labor  in  cotton,  using  that 
as  a  yardstick,  if  he  did  not  include  labor,  certainly  you  would  not 
have  any  objection  to  including  labor.  Should  you  want  to  make  a 
new  formula,  would  not  you  have  the  cost  of  the  farmer’s  labor  reflect 
in  the  price  of  his  product? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  It  seems  to  me  that  would  depend  on  the  general 
economic  situation,  on  the  genera!  level  of  prices,  as  well  as  the  level 
of  prices  for  specific  crops,  and  once  you  firmly  tied  that  cost  into  the 
parity  formula  you  might  have  a  very  intensified  inflationary  situa¬ 
tion  developing. 

Mr.  Granger.  That  may  be  true  now,  but  if  we  were  starting  out  on 
the  formula,  should  it  include  all  the  cost  necessary  to  produce  the 
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article,  you  have  no  objection  to  adding  labor  in,  do  you?  Everybody 
else  does. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  I  do  not  mean  not  to  answer  your  question  directly, 
but  seriously  I  do  believe  you  would  have  to  take  into  consideration 
the  general  economic  situation,  the  general  level  of  prices,  so  we  would 
know  we  are  adding  in  the  right  kind  of  situation.  Those  parity  for¬ 
mula  proposals  have  been  made  during  periods  of  relatively  high 
prices,  during  and  since  the  war,  and  were  not  accompanied  by  pro¬ 
posals  to  set  a  minimum  wage  for  agricultural  labor. 

Mr.  Granger.  Nobody  objects  to  that  when  the  prices  are  high,  but 
if  you  were  starting  out  with  a  formula  that  could  be  set  up  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  cost  of  an  agricultural  product,  it  seems  to  me  it  would  be 
an  unjust  thing  to  say  you  should  not  include  all  the  cost,  including 
the  cost  of  labor. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  Of  course,  getting  back  to  the  sugar  situation,  Con¬ 
gressman,  here  you  do  have  very  specific  benefits  that  are  being  given, 
very  specific  payments  that  are  being  made  to  sugar  producers,  and 
here  we  have  legislation  which  has  given  certainly  very  minimum 
benefits  to  the  farm  workers.  While  I  am  very  much  interested  in 
this  general  discussion  of  farm-labor  problems  and  farm  problems, 
I  do  feel  very  strongly  a  starting  point  for  maintaining  some  kind  of 
balance  is  right  here  in  the  legislation  before  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  Don’t  you  of  necessity  agree  with  Mr.  Hill,  that  you 
cannot  pay  a  wage  to  farm  workers  on  a  sugar-beet  or  sugarcane  farm 
far  out  of  line  with  that  which  is  paid  on  the  grain  farm  or  the  cotton 
farm  adjoining,  without  definitely  affecting  the  wage  level  on  those 
adjoining  farms  ? 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  Mr.  Congressman,  as  I  read  this  Sugar  Act — I  just 
looked  at  it  again  before  I  got  up  here  to  speak— it  does  not  say  any¬ 
thing  about  an  exorbitant  high  wage.  I  keep  emphasizing  the  fact 
that  it  is  a  very  minimum,  a  very  meager  benefit.  It  says,  a  “fair  and 
reasonable  wage.”  Is  anybody  opposed  to  a  fair  and  reasonable  wage, 
Congressman  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  If  the  wage  is  not  above  the  surrounding  level  of  wages, 
then  there  is  no  necessity  for  it,  because  they  will  get  it  anyway. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  No  ;  it  depends  on  whether  there  is  a  great  influx  of 
migratory  workers  such  as  the  Congressman  indicated  might  take  place 
because  of  the  very  mechanization  that  he  is  talking  about. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  the  man  who  is  getting  his  cotton  picked  is  offering 
wages  higher  than  the  sugarcane  man,  or  higher  than  the  grain  man 
is  paying,  then  obviously  it  would  not  do  any  good  to  put  it  in  the 
law,  because  the  general  level  is  going  to  bring  the  wage  of  the  beet 
man  up. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  The  important  thing,  Congressman,  is  the  fact  that 
it  is  a  guaranty  for  a  definite  producing  season.  I  think  we  all  know 
you  can  have  one  prevailing  wage  at  the  beginning  of  the  season, 
and  where  you  have  a  large  influx  of  migratory  workers  coming  into 
the  area  you  can  haye  the  wage  situation  changed  very  radically,  un¬ 
less  you  have  some  type  of  guaranty.  That  is  one  of  the  most  sig¬ 
nificant  things  about  the  fair-wage  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  you  are  right  about  that.  The  point  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  make  is  you  cannot  simply  segregate  the  sugar  industry  and 
say  all  we  want  to  talk  about  is  sugar  because  that  is  the  only  thing 
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that  the  Government  is  giving  the  special  benefits  on,  and  therefore 
we  are  not  going  to  be  interested  in  what  happens  to  the  cornman, 
the  wheatman,  the  cattleman,  the  sheepman,  or  the  cottonman.  The 
minute  you  provide  an  increase  in  the  sugar  industry,  you  are  putting 
everybody  else  on  stilts. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  But  the  sugar  industry  is  getting  the  benefits,  isn’t  it? 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  right ;  the  sugar  industry  is  getting  the  benefits. 
What  you  would  do  would  be  to  compel  the  other  fellow  who  gets 
no  special  benefits  to  pay  a  wage  that  his  crop  will  not  support.  You 
are  assuming  the  sugar  industry  is  working  in  a  vacuum,  that  it  does 
not  affect  people  working  all  around  it.  You  do  not  find  Mr.  Hill’s 
home  district  producing  sugar  beets  alone.  A  lot  of  his  people  pro¬ 
duce  cherries,  a  lot  produce  grain  and  vegetables.  He  produces  many 
things  there,  and  those  other  farmers  are  affected  by  what  you  would 
do  to  the  farmer  that  grows  sugar  beets. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  I  was  in  California,  and  I  was  at  a  wage  hearing 
under  this  act,  I  believe  it  was  in  1939,  where  a  fair  and  reasonable 
minimum  of  50  cents  an  hour  was  set,  and  during  the  same  season, 
in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  in  California  cotton  pickers  were  getting 
75  cents  a  hundred,  which,  on  an  average,  say,  of  250  pounds  or  even 
300  pounds  of  cotton  picked  a  day,  comes  to  considerably  below  the 
50  cents  guaranteed  in  the  sugar  industry.  That  is  the  kind  of  thing 
you  have  where  you  have  large  surpluses  of  labor.  This  was  in  1939 
in  California,  so,  as  I  say,  there  have  been  plenty  of  distinctions  be¬ 
tween  wages  paid  sugar-beet  workers  and  workers  in  other  crops 
while  the  act  has  been  in  effect. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

If  not,  we  thank  you  very  much,  Mrs.  Sasuly. 

Mrs.  Sasuly.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Julio  F.  Peynado.  We 
will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  at  this  time,  Mr.  Peynado. 

STATEMENT  OF  JULIO  F.  PEYNADO,  REPRESENTING  THE  DOMIN¬ 
ICAN  SUGAR  PRODUCERS  ASSOCIATION,  DOMINICAN  REPUBLIC 

Mr.  Peynado.  My  name  is  Julio  F.  Peynado.  I  am  an  attorney 
residing  in  Ciudad  Trujillo,  Dominean  Republic. 

The  Chairman.  Whom  are  you  representing  Mr.  Peynado? 

Mr.  Peynado.  I  appear  before  the  committee  representing  the 
Dominican  Sugar  Producers  Association.  It  is  an  independent  or¬ 
ganization,  an  unofficial  organization,  with  100  percent  membership  of 
the  sugar  producers  of  the  Dominican  Republic. 

The  purpose  of  my  appearance  is  to  express  the  ratification  of,  and 
the  solidarity  of,  the  association,  and  its  solidarity  with  respect  to  cer¬ 
tain  statements  contained  in  letters  which  I  want  to  introduce  into  the 
records  of  this  committee.  These  letters  are  one  addressed  by  Mr. 
Carl  S.  Nadler,  president  of  the  Central  Romana  Corp.,  a  fully  owned 
American  corporation,  operating  in  the  Dominican  Republic,  one  of 
the  largest  mills  in  the  world.  ‘  This  letter  is  dated  June  11  and  is 
addressed  to  the  Honorable  George  C.  Marshall,  Secretary  of  State. 

There  is  another  letter  of  the  same  date  by  Mr.  Frederick  B.  Adams, 
president  of  the  West  Indies  Sugar  Corp.,  another  fully  owned  Amer¬ 
ican  enterprise  operating  several  large  mills  in  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public. 
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A  third  letter  is  addressed  to  Mr.  Willard  F.  Barber,  Chief,  Division 
Caribbean  Affairs,  Department  of  State,  dated  June  12,  by  Mr.  Charles 
H.  Wanzer,  president  of  the  Dominican  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the 
United  States,  Inc. 

Next  I  have  a  telegram  sent  by  Dominican  Sugar  Producers  Asso¬ 
ciation  to  the  Honorable  Clifford  R.  Hope,  chairman  of  this  committee, 
dated  June  25,  1947. 

I  am  also  including  a  cablegram  adressed  to  me  under  date  of  June 
20,  by  the  president  of  the  Dominican  Sugar  Producers  Association, 
Mr.  J.  N.  Cabral  Bermudez,  which  are  my  credentials  to  appear  before 
this  committee. 

(The  documents  presented  by  Mr.  Peynaclo  are  as  follows:) 

South  Porto  Rico  Sugar  Co.. 

Jersey  City,  N.  J.,  June  11,  1947. 

The  Honorable  George  C.  Marshall, 

Secretary  of  State,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  This  memorandum  is  addressed  to  the  Department 
of  State  by  Central  Romana  Corp.,  an  American  corporation  representing 
a  large  number  of  American  stockholders,  and  by  Yngenio  Santa  Fe,  C.  por  A., 
a  wholly  owned  Dominican  subsidiary  of  Central  Romana  Corporation.  These 
companies  produce  in  excess  of  40  percent  of  the  annual  Dominican  sugar  and 
molasses  crop. 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  Clinton  P.  Anderson  has  requested  the  Congress  to 
consider  new  sugar  legislation  which  is  designed  to  give  Cuba  a  larger  sugar 
quota  in  recognition  of  its  war  record  in  supplying  sugar  to  this  country  and 
its  allies. 

It  is  reported  that  a  substantial  agreement  has  been  reached  by  certain  of  the 
domestic  sugar  areas  as  to  the  relative  amounts  of  new  5-year  sugar  quotas  to  be 
proposed  to  the  Congress  for  domestic  and  foreign  countries,  but  Dominican 
sugars  have  been  completely  ignored.  It  is  further  reported  that  Secretary 
Anderson  now  plans  to  discuss  with  the  State  Department  a  definite  proposal  for  a 
major  increase  in  Cuba’s  quota  under  new  sugar  legislation  to  be  submitted  to 
Congress  in  the  near  future. 

One  of  the  major  methods  proposed  to  accomplish  this  purpose  is  a  reallocation 
of  the  Philippine  deficit  in  a  form  which  would  be  a  direct  cancellation  of  the 
principle  established  by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  in  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1937  wherein  the  Philippine  deficit  is  allocated  to  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba. 

Since  it  has  always  been  the  policy  of  our  Government  to  give  recognition  to 
all  foreign  contributions  to  the  Allied  cause  and  since  the  Dominican  sugar 
industry’s  war  record  compares  favorably  with  all  sugar  areas,  we  wish  to  request 
as  favorable  treatment  for  us  as  that  proposed  for  Cuba  or  for  any  other  country. 

We  assume  similar  consideration  will  be  granted  to  the  Dominican  Republic 
because  of  her  record  of  complete  cooperation  with,  and  under  the  direction  of, 
agencies  of  the  United  States  Government. 

From  the  date  the  United  States  entered  the  war  we  offered  our  sugar  and 
molasses  in  its  entirety  to  this  Government  and  always  in  advance  of  its  pro¬ 
duction  without  knowledge  of  the  final  price  to  be  established. 

The  Federal  Surplus  Commodities  Corporation,  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  the  War  Production  Board,  the  Defense  Supplies  Corporation,  and  the 
Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  can  substantiate  this  statement.  In  every 
year  our  production  was  either  sold  to  one  or  more  of  these  agencies  or  was 
sold  and  delivered  under  their  direction  or  as  a  result  of  their  allocation.  We 
will  not  attempt  to  amplify  this  statement  other  than  to  enumerate  the  following 
facts  : 

1.  On  December  12,  1941,  a  contract  was  signed  with  the  British  Ministry  of 
Food  covering  the  1942  crop  at  a  price  to  be  determined  later. 

2.  On  August  2,  1943,  a  contract  wras  signed  with  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  covering  the  1943  and  1944  crops.  This  contract  provided  that  sugar 
delivered  to  the  United  States  be  invoiced  at  a  lower  price  than  Cuba  was  to 
receive  on  sugars  shipped  from  these  same  two  crops,  and  in  fact  some  quantities 
were  actually  assigned  and  delivered  at  this  lower  price. 
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3.  Ou  May  24,  1944,  after  consultation  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  a 
contract  was  signed  with  the  British  Ministry  of  Food  covering  the  1945  and 
1946  crops,  tiie  Dominican  producers  agreeing  in  advance  to  accept  whatever 
price  would  be  agreed  upon  with  Cuba  for  its  same  crops. 

4.  Each  sales  agreement  made  after  suspension  of  quotas  (when  made  with 
the  British  Ministry  of  Food)  contained  a  clause  releasing  any  sugar  which 
would  be  allowed  entry  into  this  country. 

5.  At  no  time  during  the  war  have  the  Dominican  producers  considered  sales 
to  countries  other  than  the  United  States  and  United  Kingdom,  except  for  the 
usual  small  local  consumption  sales. 

6.  All  molasses  production  from  the  1942,  1943,  1944,  1945,  1946,  and  1947  crops 
was  sold  to  agencies  of  the  United  States  Government  at  fixed  prices. 

Since  our  sugar  was  diverted  to  the  United  Kingdom  as  a  convenience  to  this 
country  and  its  allies,  even  though  in  each  of  those  years  we  would  have  been 
entitled  to  a  quota  as  a  reallocation  of  the  Philippine  deficit  had  there  been  no 
suspension  of  quotas,  we  now  expect  and  earnestly  request  that  our  right  to  a 
substantial  part  of  this  reallocation  be  considered  in  any  plans  for  amending 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1937. 

We  would  be  happy  to  discuss  the  whole  question  in  detail  with  you  or  with 
anyone  in  your  Department  whom  you  may  designate. 

Respectfully. 

Central  Romana  Corp., 
Yngenio  Santa  Fe,  C.  por  A., 
Carl  S.  Nadler,  President. 


West  Indies  Sugar  Corp. 

June  11,  191,7. 

The  Honorable  George  C.  Marshall, 

Secretary  of  State,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Secretary  :  This  memorandum  is  addressed  to  you  by  the  above 
company  (on  behalf  of  more  than  5,000  American  stockholders)  engaged  in  the 
production  of  sugar  and  molasses  in  the  Dominican  Republic,  which  together  with 
other  American  companies  comprises  more  than  80  percent  of  the  total  annual 
sugar  production  in  that  country. 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  Clinton  P.  Anderson  has  requested  the  Congress  to 
consider  new  sugar  legislation  which  is  designed  to  give  Cuba  a  larger  sugar  quota 
in  recognition  of  its  war  record  in  supplying  sugar  to  this  country  and  its  allies. 
It  is  good  news  to  our  Company,  because  half  of  its  sugar  output  is  produced  in 
Cuba,  that  Cuba’s  record  through  the  war  and  her  relations  to  the  United  States 
are  in  a  fair  way  to  be  properly  recognized. 

However  this  company  is  as  much  interested  in  the  same  kind  of  fair  play  for 
its  operations  in  the  Dominican  Republic  as  it  is  in  Cuba.  It  is  reported  that  a 
substantial  agreement  has  been  reached  by  certain  of  the  domestic  sugar  areas 
and  for  foreign  countries,  but  Dominican  sugars  have  been  completely  ignored. 
It  is  further  reported  that  Secretary  Anderson  now  plans  to  discuss  with  the 
State  Department  the  proposed  major  increase  in  Cuba’s  quota  under  new  sugar 
legislation  to  be  submitted  for  the  consideration  of  Congress. 

One  of  the  major  methods  proposed  to  accomplish  this  purpose  is  a  reallocation 
of  the  Philippine  deficit  in  a  form  which  would  be  a  direct  cancellation  of  the 
principle  established  by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  in  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1937  wherein  the  Philippine  deficit  is  allocated  to  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba,  such  as  the  Dominican  Republic. 

Since  it  has  always  been  the  policy  of  our  Government  to  give  recognition  to  all 
foreign  contributions  to  the  Allied  cause  and  since  the  Dominican  sugar  indus¬ 
try’s  war  record  compares  favorably  with  all  sugar  areas,  we  wish  to  request  as 
favorable  treatment  for  her  producers,  mostly  American,  as  that  proposed  for 
Cuba  or  for  any  other  country. 

We  assume  similar  consideration  will  be  granted  to  the  Dominican  Republic 
because  of  her  record  of  complete  cooperation  in  sugar  problems  with,  and  under 
the  direction  of,  agencies  of  the  United  States  Government. 

From  the  date  the  United  States  entered  the  war,  we  offered  our  Dominican 
sugar  and  molasses  in  its  entirety  to  this  Government  and  always  in  advance  of 
its  nroduction  without  knowledge  of  the  final  price  to  be  established. 

The  Federal  Surplus  Commodities  Corporation,  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
the  War  Production  Board,  Defense  Supplies  Corporation,  and  the  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  Finance  Corporation  can  substantiate  this  statement.  In  every  year,  our 
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production  was  either  sold  to  one  or  more  of  these  agencies  or  was  sold  and 
delivered  under  their  direction  and  as  a  result  of  their  allocation.  We  will  not 
attempt  to  amplify  this  statement  other  than  to  enumerate  the  following  facts: 

1.  On  December  12,  1941,  a  contract  was  signed  with  the  British  Ministry  of 
Food  covering  the  1942  crop  at  a  price  to  be  determined  later. 

2.  On  August  2,  1943,  a  contract  was  signed  with  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  covering  the  1943  and  1944  crops.  This  contract  provided  that  sugar 
delivered  to  the  United  States  be  invoiced  at  a  lower  price  than  Cuba  was  to 
receive  on  sugars  shipped  from  these  same  two  crops,  and  in  fact  some  quantities 
were  actually  assigned  and  delivered  at  this  lower  price. 

3.  On  May  24,  1944,  after  consultation  with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  a 
contract  was  signed  with  the  British  Ministry  of  Food  covering  the  1945  and 
1946  crops,  the  Dominican  producers  agreeing  in  advance  to  accept  whatever  price 
would  be  agreed  upon  with  Cuba  for  its  same  crops. 

4.  Each  sales  agreement  made  after  suspension  of  quotas  when  made  with 
British  Ministry  of  Food  contained  a  clause  releasing  any  sugar  which  would  be 
allowed  entry  into  this  country. 

5.  At  no  time  during  the  war  have  the  Dominican  producers  considered  sales 
to  countries  other  than  the  United  States  and  the  United  Kingdom. 

6.  All  molasses  production  from  the  1942,  1943,  1944,  1945,  1946,  and  1947  crops 
was  sold  to  agencies  of  the  United  States  Government  at  fixed  prices. 

Since  our  sugar  was  diverted  to  the  United  Kingdom  as  a  convenience  to  this 
country  and  its  allies,  even  though  in  each  of  those  years  we  would  have  been 
entitled  to  a  quota  as  a  reallocation  of  the  Philippine  deficit  had  there  been  no 
suspension  of  quotas,  we  now  expect  and  earnestly  request  that  our  prewar 
right  to  a  substantial  part  of  this  reallocation  be  considered  in  any  plans  for 
amending  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937. 

We  would  be  happy  to  discuss  this  whole  question  in  detail  with  you  or  with 
anyone  in  your  Department  whom  you  may  designate. 

Yours  very  truly, 


F.  B.  Adams,  President. 


June  12,  1947. 

Mr.  Willard  F.  Barber, 

Chief,  Division  Caribbean  Affairs, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir  :  The  Dominican  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United  States,  Inc., 
is  deeply  concerned  about  the  unfavorable  news  regarding  the  quota  of  Dominican 
sugar  for  this  country,  and  it  wishes  to  bring  respectfully  to  the  attention  of  the 
State  Department  a  number  of  historical  facts  that,  in  the  opinion  of  this  chamber 
of  commerce,  are  entitling  the  Dominican  Republic  to  be  treated  with  all  con¬ 
sideration  due  a  country  historically  friendly  to  the  United  States. 

Permit  us  to  mention— 

1.  That  right  after  Japan  attacked  the  United  States  at  Pearl  Harbor,  the 
Dominican  Government  severed  diplomatic  relations  with  the  Axis  countries, 
declared  war  against  them  and  placed  the  country  at  the  disposal  of  the  United 
States  for  the  prosecution  of  the  war,  and  that,  together  with  other  nations  of 
the  Western  Hemisphere,  the  Dominican  Government  undertook  to  help  the 
Allied  cause  by  ordering  the  confiscation  of  all  property  belonging  to  Axis  na¬ 
tionals,  placing  some  of  them  under  the  surveillance  of  the  authorities  and  others 
in  concentration  camps,  and  an  additional  number  of  same  were  deported. 

2.  That  the  Axis  sank  all  of  the  merchant  marine  of  the  Dominican  Republic, 
with  the  consequent  loss  of  a  large  number  of  Dominican  lives. 

3.  That  the  Dominican  Government  adhered  to  all  the  measures  taken  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  for  the  successful  prosecution  of  the  war. 

4.  That  the  Dominican  Republic  contributed  important  food  supplies  to  Puerto 
Rico  and  other  neighboring  countries,  which  depended  upon  the  United  States 
for  food  supplies. 

5.  That  as  late  as  1946,  the  Dominican  Government  made  important  contribu¬ 
tions  to  UNRRA. 

6.  That  the  Dominican  Government  has  been  constantly  cooperating  with  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  make  the  good-neighbor  policy  more  effec¬ 
tive,  and  that,  actually  the  Dominican  Government  is  fighting  communism  in 
the  Dominican  Republic  and  has  made  a  solemn  pledge  to  cooperate  with  the 
United  States  Government  in  order  to  stop  the  infiltration  of  the  communistic 
ideology  in  the  Western  Hemisphere. 
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7.  And,  finally,  that  American  capital  has  always  found  great  opportunities 
for  investment  in  the  Dominican  Republic,  and  the  utmost  protection  from  the 
Dominican  Government,  and  that,  as  the  trade  balance  shows,  more  than  75 
percent  of  the  imports  into  the  Dominican  Republic  are  from  the  United  States, 
while  27  percent  only  of  the  exports  of  the  Dominican  Republic  are  purchased 
by  the  United  States. 

The  above  is  submitted  in  the  sincere  hope  of  helping  in  some  way  to  maintain 
the  friendly  feelings  and  commercial  relations  existing  between  the  two  countries. 

Very  respectfully  yours, 

The  Dominican  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United  States,  Inc. 

Charles  H.  Wanzek,  President. 


[Telegram] 


New  York,  N.  Y.,  June  25,  1947- 

Hon.  Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  Office  Building ,  Washington,  D.  C. 

We  earnestly  request  your  consideration  of  our  plea,  which  our  members 
filed  with  the  State  Department  last  week,  seeking  a  more  generous  sugar  quota 
for  Dominican  Sugar  Producers  in  the  new  legislation  which  is  being  considered 
by  your  committee.  More  than  80  percent  of  the  Dominican  annual  output  of 
500,000  tons  is  produced  by  American-owned  companies  represented  by  more 
than  12,000  stockholders  and  we  believe  the  war  record  of  our  industry  com¬ 
pares  equally  to  that  of  Cuba.  As  you  know  the  present  Sugar  Act,  now  ex¬ 
piring,  grants  all  Philippine  deficits  to  full-duty  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
while  we  recognize  the  merit  of  granting  to  Cuba  a  substantial  part  of  any 
such  deficit  we  submit  that  our  long-standing  right  to  that  reallocation,  as 
first  established  by  Congres  in  1934  and  continued  in  effect  ever  since,  should 
not  now  be  rduced  to  a  small  token  percentage.  If  you  desire  further  data 
about  our  cooperation  during  the  war  years  we  respectfully  refer  you  to  the 
Department  of  State,  Division  of  Caribbean  Affairs.  Finally,  we  belieye  it 
pertinent  to  state  that  American  companies  account  for  a  greater  proportion 
of  the  Dominican  production  than  is  the  case  in  other  Western  Hemisphere 
countries  being  considered  in  this  legislation. 

Dominican  Sugar  Producers  Association. 


[Radiogram] 

Ciudad  Trujillo,  June  20. 

Julio  Peynado, 

Ambassador,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

You  are  requested  to  represent  the  Dominican  Sugar  Producers  Association 
before  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  America  to  urge 
the  necessity  of  the  participation  of  the  Dominican  producers  in  the  Philippine 
sugar  deficit. 

J.  M.  Cabral  Bermudez, 

President,  Dominican  Sugar  Producers  Association. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
a  question  if  I  may. 

Mr.  Peynado.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Of  course,  you  represent  a  country  that  is  a  re¬ 
public,  and  I  do  not  want  any  international  complications  here. 
Do  you  have  authority  to  represent  the  views  of  your  Government? 

Mr.  Peynado.  Not  at  all.  The  views  of  my  Government  are  not 
a  part  of  the  agenda  that  we  are  going  to  cover  in  this  association; 
it  is  more  or  less  the  sugar  producers  in  my  country  as  regards  a  law 
in  project  in  the  United  States  with  which  my  Government  has 
nothing  to  do. 
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Mr.  Andreses.  You  are  appearing  on  the  proposed  bill  that  is 
before  the  committee  ? 

Mr.  Peynado.  Exactly;  representing  the  sugar  producers,  which 
are  80  percent  American ;  in  other  words,  quite  a  large  and  substan¬ 
tial  percentage,  if  you  compare  it  with  any  other  country. 

Mr.  Andresen.  The  reason  I  raised  the  point,  I  did  not  want 
anything  to  arise  that  might  interfere  with  the  good  relationships 
between  this  country  and  the  Dominican  Republic. 

Mr.  Peynado.  Not  by  any  means.  Anything  in  this  bill  that 
would  be  administered  by  the  Dominican  Republic  would  be  dealt 
with  in  Washington,  not  by  me. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Who  gets  the  sugar  now  that  is  produced  in  the 
Dominican  Republic  ? 

Mr.  Peynado.  The  Dominican  Republic  offered  all  the  sugar  dur¬ 
ing  the  war  to  the  United  States  Government,  but  the  United  State? 
Government,  the  particular  Federal  office  dealing  with  that,  alio 
cated  it  to  England.  I  have  a  copy  of  a  letter  which  I  will  introduce 
on  that. 

Mr.  Andresen.  You  are  familiar  with  the  tripartite  agreement 
that  was  entered  into  between  the  British,  Canadians,  and  the  United 
States,  which  divided  up  the  sugar  area,  in  which  some  agreement  was 
reached  whereby  the  British  would  take  the  sugar  beyond  a  certain 
line  and  the  United  States  would  get  the  sugar  from  Cuba. 

Mr.  Peynado.  Yes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  That  was  an  agreement  reached  between  the  dif¬ 
ferent  countries. 

Mr.  Peynado.  It  was  not  our  country  that  decided  to  sell  the  sugar 
to  England.  We  had  been  selling  sugar  to  England  for  many  years, 
simply  because,  although  the  American  market  was  quite  close  to  us, 
of  the  high  tariff.  That  is  before  the  time  of  the  quotas.  During  the 
war  the  sugar  producers  of  the  Dominican  Republic  offered  the  United 
States  all  their  sugar.  They  offered  it  without  a  stated  price.  In 
other  words,  they  would  offer  the  sugar  for  American  use  and  talk 
prices  later.  The  United  States  Government  answered  back,  and  I 
have  a  letter  dated  May  16, 1944,  signed  by  Mr.  Earl  B.  Wilson,  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Sugar  Division,  in  one  sentence  of  which  he  summarized 
the  point  we  have  in  question.  He  says  in  this  one  sentence : 

In  the  distribution  of  available  sugar  supplies,  all  of  the  Dominicau  sugar 
production  has  been  assigned  to  the  United  Kingdom. 

Mr.  Andresen.  What  is  the  date  of  that  letter? 

Mr.  Peynado.  May  16,  1944. 

Mr.  Andresen.  That  was  after  the  tripartite  agreement  had  been 
entered  into  between  the  British,  the  United  States,  and  Canada. 

Mr.  Peynado.  Exactly.  But  what  I  want  to  point  out  is  whatever 
destination  Dominican  sugar  had  during  the  war  was  not  a  matter 
that  we  decided  for  ourselves.  We  just  accepted  the  situation  between 
the  United  States  and  England. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  thought  you  would  send  it  over  here  because  we 
wanted  more  sugar. 

Mr.  Peynado.  The  fact  is  you  paid  for  it.  I  shall  also  introduce  this 
letter  into  the  record  that  1  just  mentioned,  signed  by  Mr.  Earl  B. 
Wilson. 


65302 — 47 - 8 


110 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


(The  letter  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture, 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  May  16,  191^. 

Mr.  Carl  S.  Nadler, 

President,  South  Porto  Rico  Sugar  Co.  Trading  Corp., 

New  York  5,  N.  Y. 

Dear  Mr.  Nadler  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  May  11  regarding  a  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  British  Ministry  of  Food  for  purchase  of  the  1945  and  1946 
Dominican  sugar  crops. 

In  the  distribution  of  available  sugar  supplies  all  of  the  Dominican  sugar 
production  has  been  assigned  to  the  United  Kingdom.  Since  the  British  have 
accepted  the  responsibility  of  shipping  and  paying  for  Dominican  sugar,  it  is 
logical  that  they  should  negotiate  the  purchase  contracts  and  handle  all  opera¬ 
tions  under  such  contracts. 

It  is  agreeable  to  us  for  the  British  to  purchase  the  1945  and  1946  crops  of 
Dominican  sugar.  The  United  States  Government  will  have  no  responsibility  for 
shipping  or  financing  such  purchases. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Earl  B.  Wilson, 
Director,  Sugar  Division. 

Mr.  Peynado.  These  documents,  these  letters  addressed  to  the  hon¬ 
orable  Secretary  of  State  and  to  the  honorable  chairman  of  this 
'Committee,  express  sufficiently  well  our  point  of  view  and  there  is 
no  need  to  take  any  more  of  your  valuable  time  here. 

The  Chairman.  You  are  associating  yourself  and  those  whom  you 
represent  with  the  statements  contained  in  the  letters  ? 

Mr.  Peynado.  Exactly.  They  really  signed  by  members  that  would 
represent  something  like  60  percent  of  the  production  of  the  Sugar 
Producers  Association  of  the  Dominican  Republic.  In  other  words, 
the  two  largest  groups  have  signed  those  letters  and  the  association 
ratifies  what  they  have  to  say  in  all  respects. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Is  it  the  tenor  of  the  correspondence  there  that  a 
larger  quota  should  be  assigned  to  offshore  duty-paying  areas? 

Mr.  Peynado.  That  is  exactly  it.  For  10  years  we  have  expected 
that  at  any  time  the  Philippine  quota  had  a  deficit  it  would  go  to 
the  countries  that  were  not  favored,  and  we  were  perhaps  the  largest 
producer,  without  doubt  the  largest  producer  of  the  nonfavored  coun¬ 
tries,  and  just  at  the  moment  that  the  contingency  arises  when  there 
would  be  a  deficit  that  probably  will  have  to  be  allocated  to  somebody, 
then  the  law  comes  to  an  end  and  a  new  law  comes  into  effect  in  which 
we  just  receive  a  very  minor  percentage  of  what  we  expected  to  receive. 

Mr.  Andresen.  What  is  your  total  production  of  sugar  this  year. 

Mr.  Peynado.  Five  hundred  thousand  tons. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Long  tons  or  short  tons  ? 

Mil  Peynado.  That  is  metric  tons  or  long  tons,  500,000.  We  keep 
a  small  percentage  for  our  own  consumption  and  the  rest  of  it  goes  out. 

Mr.  Andresen.  How  much  is  the  quota  in  this  bill  that  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic  will  get  out  of  it? 

Mr.  Peynado.  There  is  1.36  percent  for  everyone  of  the  nonfavored 
countries,  and  also  the  same  thing  for  the  Philippine  deficit.  Of  the 
Philippine  deficit,  98.66  goes  to  Cuba. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Otherwise,  your  sugar  will  go  to  the  United 
Kingdom  ? 

Mr.  Peynado.  Yes;  but  we  have  always  desired  to  send  our  sugar 
into  the  United  States  as  much  as  possible,  and  we  feel  we  are  entitled 
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to,  because  we  understand  tliat  the  reason  that  Cuba  is  being  favored 
this  way  is  by  way  of  compensating  their  sugar  producers’  war  effort 
in  Cuba,  and  we  want  to  point  out  that  no  one  has  a  better  record  than 
the  Dominican  Republic.  Cuba  has  a  very  fine  record,  we  do  not 
question  it,  but  no  one  has  a  better  record  than  the  Dominican  Republic 
sugar  producers.  There  is,  I  might  say,  no  group  of  sugar  producers 
that  has  more  consistently  adhered  to  the  policy  of  not  doing  a  short¬ 
sighted  operation  and  selling  at  the  high  markets  at  that  time.  We 
could  have  sold  a  lot  of  sugar  at  high  markets  in  South  America.  Our 
sugar  went  to  England  at  a  lower  price  than  we  could  have  obtained 
in  many  cases  at  spot  offers  that  would  have  held  for  a  good  many 
years. 

Mr.  Andresen.  How  does  that  compare  with  the  prices  in  this 
country  ? 

Mr.  Peynado.  At  first  it  was  very  different,  but  lately  it  has  been 
the  same.  On  these  last  two  crops  we  obtained  from  the  United  States, 
on  sugar  sent  to  England,  exactly  the  same  price  that  the  United  States 
was  paying  Cuba.  In  other  words,  last  year  opened  the  price  at 
$2,675.  That  price  went  up  a  bit.  This  year  the  agreement  with 
Cuba  was  the  basic  old  price  raised  by  several  indexes,  somewhere 
around  $4.85  now.  We  are  getting  the  same  price  Cuba  is  getting 
and  was  getting  the  last  few  years,  because  sugar  is  being  bought  on 
an  agreement  which  is  the  same  for  Cuba  and  the  Dominican  Republic. 
Back  in  1943  the  rates  were  not  the  same.  We  were  paid  lower  than 
Cuba. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Did  the  sugar  producers  have  a  contract  on  the 
product  for  1948  ? 

Mr.  Peynado.  Not  yet  for  1948,  but  for  1947.  They  are  trying  to 
enter  into  a  contract  for  the  1948  crop.  In  fact,  they  have  a  propo¬ 
sition  already  from  the  British. 

Mr.  Andresen.  They  will  take  the  entire  .crop  except  what  you  need 
for  home  consumption? 

Mr.  Peynado.  Exactly. 

The  Chairman.  Have  you  finished  ? 

Mr.  Peynado.  Yes.  I  "thank  you  very  much. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  wants  to  submit  for  the  record  a  further 
statement  from  the  Puerto  Rico  Farm  Bureau  which  was  submitted 
the  other  day  by  Mr.  Nido  but  was  not  included  in  the  record  at  that 
time. 

(The  statement  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

Puerto  Rico  Farm  Bureau, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  June  24,  194 7. 

Re  H.  R.  3368,  proposed  Sugar  Act  of  1948 

To  the  Honorable  Members  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  Eightieth  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

As  president  of  the  sugar  section  of  the  Puerto  Rico  Farm  Bureau,  which  is 
the  only  recognized  organization  of  farmers  in  Puerto  Rico  and  which  is  af¬ 
filiated  to  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  I  respectfully  submit  the 
following  memorandum  with  regards  to  H.  R.  3368 : 

The  undersigned -appeared  before  this  committee  at  its  hearing  on  Saturday, 
June  22,  of  the  present  year,  to  protest,  on  behalf  of  the  sugarcane  farmers 
of  Puerto  Rico,  against  certain  portions  of  the  above-mentioned  proposed  legis¬ 
lation,  and  was  granted  permission  to  submit  the  present  written  statement.  " 
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Puerto  Rico  is  an  American  Territory.  It  is  a  domestic  sugar-producing  area 
of  the  United  States,  and  it  is  the  Territory  which  supplies  the  largest  amount 
of  sugar  to  the  domestic  markets. 

Over  13,000  sugarcane  farmers  in  Puerto  Rico  produce  an  average  of  over 
1,000,000  tons  of  sugar  a  year,  and  the  sugar  industry  provides  employment  to 
around  200,000  people  in  Puerto  Rico.  Sugar  and  its  byproducts  constitute 
over  70  percent  of  the  total  income  derived  by  the  island.  You  can  readily 
see,  therefore,  that  sugar  is  the  very  life-hlood  of  our  economy. 

In  analyzing  the  proposed  bill,  we  find  in  title  II,  section  202,  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  establish  the  following  quotas  for 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  as  follows : 


Short  tong, 
raw  value 

Domestic  beet-sugar  area -  1,  800, 000 

Mainland  cane-sugar  area _  500,  000 

Hawaii - : -  1,  052,  000 

Puerto  Rico _  910,  000 

Virgin  Islands _ 6,  000 


In  analyzing  these  quotas,  we  find  that  the  domestic  sugar-beet  area  has  been 
assigned  a  quota  of  1,800,000  short  tons.  In  the  period  of  10  years,  commencing 
with  1930  to  1945,  inclusive,  only  in  two  specific  years  (1938  and  1940)  have 
they  produced  over  1,800,000  short  tons  of  sugar. 

The  mainland  cane-sugar  area,  which  has  been  assigned  a  quota  of  500,000 
short  tons,  over  that  same  period  10  years  produced  only  twice  (in  1938  and 
1939)  over  500,000  short  tons  a  year. 

Hawaii,  which  has  been  assigned  a  quota  of  1,052,000  short  tons,  never  in  that 
period  of  10  years  did  it  produce  1,000,000  short  tons  of  sugar  a  year. 

Puerto  Rico,  which  has  been  assigned  a  quota  of  910,000  short  tons,  over  that 
same  period  of  10  years  produced  in  excess  of  the  910,000  ton  quota  in  7  years, 
to  wit,  1936,  1937,  1939,  1940,  1941,  1942,  and  1944. 

For  the  purpose  of  clarifying  this  analysis,  we  are  copying  below  a  schedule 
drawn  up  from  information  supplied  by  the  Yearbook  of  Agricultural  Statistics 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  the  year  1946 : 


Tons  of 
sugar  beets 

Mainland 

cane 

Hawaii 

Puerto 

Rico 

Cuba 

Quota  production  .  . . 

1936 _ _ ■ . . . 

1937.. . _ _ _ _ _ 

1938..  _ _ _ 

1, 800, 000 

500,  000 

1,  052,  000 

910, 000 

1,  395, 000 
1,378.000 
/,  80S,  000 
1,  758,  000 

1.  897,  000 
1,588,000 
1,726,000 
998.  000 
1,056,000 
1,  278,  000 

437,  000 
402,  000 
683,000 
6O4,  000 
332,  000 
419,  000 
460,  000 
498,  000 
437,  000 
482,  000 

944,  000 
941,000 
994,  000 
977,  000 
947,  000 
870,  000 
886,  000 
875,  000 
821,000 
857,  000 

990, 000 
1, 077, 000 
852,  000 
l,  019,  000 
939, 000 

1,  H  8, 000 
1,039,000 
724,  000 
96i,  000 
909,  000 

3,  379,  000 
3,  380,  000 
3,  094,  000 
3,157,000 

2,  734,  000 
3, 800, 000 

3,  230,  000 

4,  738,  000 

3,  923,  000 

4,  476,  000 

1939 

1940 _ _ _ _ 

1941 _ _ _ 

1942 _ _ 

1943 _ _ _ 

1944 _ _ _ _ 

1945 . . . . 

For  the  purposes  of  simplification,  the  totals  have  been  rounded  out  in  even 
figures.  We  have  italicized  in  the  schedule  the  above-mentioned  years  in  which 
the  different  areas  produced  over  the  quota  assigned  to  each. 

\  We  feel  that  in  assigning  the  quotas,  Puerto  Rico  has  not  received  the  fair 
and  reasonable  quota  to  which  it  is  entitled  by  her  record  of  production. 

Puerto  Rico  can  easily  produce  around  1,500,000  short  tons  of  sugar  a  year. 
It  has  not  done  so  on  account  of  the  limitations  placed,  first,  by  the  low  quotas 
assigned  to  the  island  under  the  existing  Sugar  Act,  and  second,  due  to  the  efforts 
required  of  the  island  during  the  war  years  and  which  as  an  American  Territory 
it  was  its  patriotic  duty  to  perform.  Over  70,000  of  our  young  men  were  called 
to  the  colors,  and  Puerto  Rico  became  overnight  an  armed  camp  necessitating 
extensive  military  installations  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  which 
thousands  of  our  able  farm  labor  were  employed,  curtailing  in  this  manner 
the  amount  of  manpower  necessary  to  develop  and  maintain  an  increased 
production  of  sugar. 
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In  line  with  the  above-mentioned  situation,  we  respectfully  request  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  proposed  bill  be  amended  in  this  section  by  increasing  the  quota 
assigned  to  Puerto  Rico  in  the  sum  of  140,000  short  tons  raw  value,  thus  granting 
Puerto  Rico  a  quota  of  1,050,000  tons  and  thereby  giving  us  approximately  equal 
treatment  to  that  given  to  other  domestic  areas. 

In  section  207  (b)  of  the  proposed  bill,  we  quote:  “no  more  than  126,033  short 
tons  raw  value  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled 
by  direct  consumption  sugar.’’ 

The  above  section  constitutes  not  only  a  limitation  on  the  amount  of  sugar 
that  Puerto  Rico  can  refine,  but  also  a  severe  limitation  on  the  industrialization 
of  our  island  as  a  whole.  It  has  no  parallel  with  the  treatment  given  in  the  bill 
to  other  domestic  areas,  with  the  exception  of  Hawaii. 

This  constitutes  a  discrimination  which  we  request  be  eliminated  from  the 
proposed  legislation. 

In  title  III  of  the  proposed  bill,  under  “Conditional  payments  provisions,”  we 
find  that  the  mandatory  clauses  under  the  existing  Sugar  Act  of  1937  which 
govern  the  relationship  between  producer-processors  and  producers  (growers) 
have  been  practically  eliminated.  Sections  305  and  511  of  the  present  Sugar 
Act  have  been  practically  deleted  and/or  omitted  in  the  proposed  bill  and 
substituted  by  section  410  in  title  IV,  which  instead  of  making  it  mandatory  for 
the  Secretary  to  determine  fair  prices  to  be  paid  by  producer-processors  to 
producers  (growers)  for  their  cane  or  beets,  has  been  substituted  by  giving 
the  Secretary  authority  to  make  investigations  and  recommendations  if  first 
requested  by  individuals  or  associations  constituting  or  x-epresenting  a  suffi¬ 
cient  proportion  of  the  persons  affected  in  any  of  the  five  domestic  sugar-pi’oducing 
areas. 

On  behalf  of  the  13,000  independent  sugarcane  farmers  of  Puerto  Rico,  we 
respectfully  request  of  the  committee  that  this  section  410  of  title  IV  be  amended 
in  line  with  the  provisions  existing  in  the  present  Sugar  Act  of  1937  so  as  to 
provide  adequate  protection  to  the  growers  in  the  fair  prices  that  should  be 
paid  them  for  their  cane  by  the  processors  (the  mills). 

A  similar  proviso  should  be  inserted  in  title  III  of  the  proposed  bill. 

I  do  not  wish  to  tire  the  members  ,of  the  committee  with  a  long  and  tedious 
statement.  I  realize  the  amount  of  information  that  has  been  submitted  to 
their  consideration  regarding  the  proposed  bill,  but  in  closing  I  would  like  to 
make  clear  our  position  regarding  the  bill  as  a  whole. 

We  fully  appreciate  the  efforts  which  have  been  made  by  the  Seci’etary  to 
draft  an  adequate  Sugar  Act,  and  we  appreciate  also  the  position  of  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  in  the  light  of  its  international  obligations,  but  we  feel  that  we,  as  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens,  are  faced  with  a  dilemma :  Either  we  are  allowed  to  produce 
an  adequate  sugar  quota  thereby  px-oviding  employment  to  our  people,  or  our 
production  is  curtailed  by  an  inadequate  quota  wThich  will  create  unemployment 
and  force  our  people  to  go  on  relief.  This  is  contrary  to  our  traditions  and 
reflects  on  our  American  citizenship. 

Respectfully  submitted  by — 


Pedro  Nido, 

Vice  President,  Puerto  Rico  Farm  Bureau,  and 

President,  Sugar  Cane  Growers  Section. 


The  Chairman.  Also  a  letter  from  Mr.  Edward  A.  O’Neal,  the 
president  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

(The  letter  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 


American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  June  25,  1947. 

Hon.  Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Chairman  Hope:  We  have  checked  with  our  Farm  Bureau  leaders 
in  the  various  sugar-beet  areas  of  the  United  States  and  the  sugarcane  areas  of 
Louisiana,  Florida,  and  Puerto  Rico  with  respect  to  the  proposed  revision  of  the 
Sugar  Act  embodied  in  the  committee  print  which  was  presented  to  your  com¬ 
mittee  on  Saturday,  June  21,  in  lieu  of  a  1-year  extension  of  the  present  law. 

We  find  that  there  is  general  agreement  in  all  areas  in  support  of  the  bill  as  a 
temporary  compromise  measure,  except  that  there  is  considerable  concern  in 
some  of  the  sugarcane  ai-eas  because  the  committee  print  omits  section  301  (d) 
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of  the  present  Sugar  Act,  which  protects  the  growers  who  sell  to  processors  who 
are  also  producers  by  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  require  such 
processors  to  pay  other  growers  a  fair  price  or  forfeit  their  conditional  payments. 
We  regret  that  this  subsection  has  been  omitted  in  the  committee  print,  as  we 
believe  this  is  a  desirable  and  needed  safeguard  in  certain  areas. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  remainder  of  the  bill  is  generally  acceptable  and 
represents  a  compromise  of  many  conflicting  views,  and  as  the  present  Sugar  Act 
will  expire  this  year  unless  additional  legislation  is  enacted,  we  will  support  the 
enactment  of  this  measure  at  this  time. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Edw.  A.  O’Neal,  President. 

The  Chairman.  This  concludes  the  hearings  on  the  bill,  and  the 
committee  will  adjourn  until  Monday  morning  at  10  o’clock,  at  which 
time  we  will  take  the  bill  under  consideration  in  executive  session. 

(Whereupon,  at  11 :  40  a.  m.,  the  committee  adjourned.) 

X 
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jjAna;  Hope  explained  that  the  purpose  of  the  hearing  was  to  consider  Sugar  Act  legisla- 
Jiottas  the  result  of  a  request  from  Government  and  industry  representatives  that  a  per-, 
afloat  bill  along  lines  which  all  could  agree  upon  be  considered  rather  than  an  extension 
£  the  present  Act  as  originally  piwided  in  the  bill  referred  to  the  Committee*  He  asked 
he  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  report  on  the  status  of  a  "Committee  print”  of  a  bill* 

’  i  addition  to  the  Secretary  (accompanied  by  me),  two  other  witnesses  wore  heard,  namely, 
rank  A*  Kemp  who  was  chosen  by  the  sugar  industry  to  represent  5  sugar  areas  (growers  and 
rocessors  of  continental  cane  and  beet  sugar,  growers  and  processors  in  Hawaii,  the 
uerto  Id. can  Planters*  Association  and  the  U.  S,  Cane  Sugar  Refiners'  Association),  and 
9dro  Uido  of  the  x^ierto  Rico  Farm  Bureau®  Briefs  were  submitted  by  United  States-Cubon 
ajar  Council,  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Cuba,  and  Ur®  Staples  (for  Cuban  refiners)* 

'■Secretary  explained,  first,  the  necessity  of  some  sort  of  legislation  at  this  time  bc- 
I  ;Me  of  Cuba's  uncertainty  of  her  future  under  any  quota  legislation*  He  mentioned  Cuba's 
mctance  to  sign  a  contract  for  the  purcliace  of  the  1946-47  crops  and  stated  that  at  the 
iao  of  the  purchase  netotiations  Cuba  v/as  advised  that  tlx  Administration  could  not  guaran- 

Iee  any  legislation  since  that  was  tlx  prerogative  of  the  Congress  but  that  efforts  would  be 
ado  to  achieve  some -recognition  of  Cuba's  contribution  during  the  war  in  future  sugar 
legislation®  He  also  stated  tlmt  recognition  oust  also  bo  taken  of  contributions  and  pre- 
leas  of  other  areas  during  therar,  such  as  the  inability  of  the  xhilippines  to  contribute 
ecause  of  the  disruption  of  her  industry,  reduction  in  Hawaii  because  of  tlx  deflection 
if  manpower  to  wartime  industry,  ond  reduction  In  domestic  areas  because  of  tlx  Department  h 
©quest  to  produce  other  crops* 


The  Secretary  stated  that  a  letter  had  been  received  from  Cuba  indicating  that  another  one- 
ear  extension  would  be  construed  as  detrimental  to  the  interests  of  Cuba;  there  has  al¬ 
ready  been  a  one— year  extension  (in  1946)®  He  indicated  that  he  bad  not  construed  tlx 
rovi  si  on  of  the  contract  regarding  a  one-year  extension  in  this  way  bit  that,  since  tlx 
jubans  did  so,  a  one-year  extension  at  this  tine  would  not  be  completely  proper 3  Another 

ablen  to  be  considered  was  the  present  provision  for  the  re-allocation  of  deficits,  urder 
| fa  the  entire  Philippine  deficit  would  go  to  tlx  full-duty  areas0 

ji'or  the  reasons  stated  above,  the  Secretary  had  asked  the  domestic  area  representatives  to 
•  et  together®  After  many  efforts  they  had  reached  on  agreement  that  he  felt  was  fair® 
[^■Secretary  indicated  that  tlx  .Secretary  of  the  Interior  had  indicated  approval  of  the 
Proposed  hill;  that  the  State  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  tlx  Budget  liad  also  been  con¬ 
sulted®  II?  indicated  that  the  Administration  would  be  glad  to  support  such  a  bill,  and 
hat  he  heartily  endorsed  it®  lie  then  read  a  prepared  statement  eoirxntinc  on  tlx  bill® 

fin  response  to  a  question  from  Congressman  And  re  son,  tlx  Secretary  Indicated  that  the  mini¬ 
ma  consumption  requirements  for  the  TJ*  5®  for  1942  and  subsequent  years  v:as  7,400,000 
ons;  that  it  would  probably  lx  higher,  but  that  was  undoubtedly  the  minimum* 

|h  response  to  a  question  from  the  Chairman  as  to  why  tlx  provision  for  the  suspension  of 
itle  III  (conditL  onal-payment  provision)  was  eliminated,  I  explained  that  that  Title  hen 
ever  yet  been  suspended,  and  asked  for  the  giidance  of  tlx  Committee  as  to  the  conditi. cans 
nder  which  it  might  ever  be  suspended* 


. 


< 


..  • 

. 


» 


enspn  Poags  raised  tho  question  as  to  whether  the  biX'  'as  not  primrily  for  the 
ppose  o:  encouraging;  production  of  sugar  in  the  U*  and  if  the  payments  to  producers 
ee  not  based  on  this  theory*  The  secretary  stated  that  he  preferred  to  say  that  the  pay- 
Its  Sraere  made  for  c appliance  Ydth  the  Act,  the  primary  purpose  of  which  was  that  U* 
oducers  should  produce  sugar  in  relation  to  the  other  areas,  or  in  a  certain  pattern*  Othe 
.an  this  implied  objection  to  the  ■very  general  legislation  itself,  there  were  no  objections 
nepbera  of  the  House  Ccns&ttee  on  Agriculture  voiced  at  the  hearing* 

i0  Kesp  indicated  that  this  hill  had  taken  an  entirely  hew  approach  to  the  sugar  situation; 
i  this  draft  the  domestic  areas  are  "preferred"  stock  holders  to  the  extent  of  the  .set 
iotas  for  those  areas;  that  Cuba  represents  the  "common1’  stock  In  that  she  has  most  of  the 
lance  of  the  quotas  and  practically  all  of  the  RiiXi2>piie  deficit*  and  some  possible 
taring  of  the  domestic  deficits®  He  indicated  that  the  quotas  would  work  in  194*3$  regard* 
iss  of  the  level  of  consumption  because  it  allows  for  the  marketing  of  all  the  sugar  that 
:uld  be  available*  3n  regard  to  the  lack  of  provision  for  Hie  suspension  of  Title  HI, 
ted  that  the  payments  provided  for  in  the  Title  were  roughly  equivalent  to  the  tax 
d  on  the  producers  of  the  sugar,  and  that  without  suspension  of  the  tax— -which  would 
ficeXt-~-ttere  should  be  no  suspension  of  the  payments# 

£  third  witness.  Hr.  Pedro  Mid©,  stated  that  1b  had  net  had  tine  to  go  into  the  bill 
lOTOOghlp  and  that  he  would  like  to  Hie  a  written  brief  after  more  study,  but  pointed 
it  that  off-hand  there  were  two  objections  to  the  bill  in  his  estimation;  (X)  the  quotas 
established  penalised  Puerto  Rico  as  compared  to  the  present  Act  as  to  percentage  of 
a  dome stic  quota,  and  (2)  since  tho  present  provision  of  the  Act  providing  for  the  psy~ 

!nt  oi  fair  prices  to  producers  of  beets  and  cane  had  been  omitted  from  the  suggested 
.11,  there  was  now  no  protection  to  the  growers* 


James  H„  shall,* 

Dd. rector.  Sugar  Branch*  Pl.lA 


a  foeperation  with  the  Division  of  legislative  Reports* 


\ 


ssuhots  mmm  across  mtictmm:®  emxran  <m  bto  so  aj«i  skui  A$e  c;.: 

1937%  SOT  £5  5  191*7 

Bs»  first  ^awtloa  ££«ei?.»s«d  vm  ia  eon&ecr&osi  vilfe  section  -K>3  of  the  pBOpcsed  M;lle 
^dch  proposes  a  new  ox*  dlehoreiag  psyaes&s  to  producers®  $©  ]*‘i  fsr'e&d  out  thnt  tins 

Mpedara  proposed  i»  the  draft  would  be  rather  eispaasire  ia  Ww  of  to-  *-JCst  ef  bonding 
ani  tho  probable  cost  la  fees  so  baasfcs  which  would  handle  the  /.unde®  Wo  {?'  ^  pointed  out 
that  additional  costs?  would  be  iatravred  in  the  national  off  toe  in  f&eoal  :■ ..  jssnsst *  G©n~ 
sl^SirabXe  discussion  earned*  with  Sspresenta&ive  3311  of  Gelrrado  strongly  urgia g-  that 
the  proposal  in.  the  Mil  be  adopted  ia.  the  light  of  esperienoa  v&ioh  senary  asooelatioSB 
had  gained  ia  the  administration  of  the  prograa  ia  the  past*  Other  Bothers  of  the  coa- 
2ttee  «qsyeseed  fear  that  toe  substantial  a  delegation  of  reversibility  would  result* 

AasifiembXe  discussion.  foiled  ia  conaeetioa  %im  section  201,  the  provision  vm.o§ 
fetch  the  Secretary  each  yea:?  is  directed  to  .detensfae  the  estinate  of  ceasoeiptica  re- 
ttdrenea-:us  ia  the  continental  TSaited  States*  A  table  mr>  presented  to  to  eenaittoa 
Moving  to  price  ©f  sugar  which  t«oald  hare  resulted  in  pret^sr  years  froa  the  applicable 
4"  one  of  the  standards  set  forth  ia  the  proposed  Mil  as  c 'spared  with  to  scto/l  price 
%  •  •"  toy;  •  Cos»ittee  revested  as 

Rif-yit  result  from,  the  application  of  other  standards  ia  the  hill*  W©  were  ooEpellecl  to 
K5e®  that  each  an  estimate  ssmld  not  he  given  hat  that  MroamstaneeB  In  srlebe&ce  at 
to  time  of  assy  estiaate  of  oossuaptSoa  mild  haws  to  he  talon  into  sacmzil  ia  debar- 
•  Kndire:  the  coiHHaaptica  estimate  ®M  thereby  to  level  of  to  price  of  sr, igrr  result  tug. 

i  lore  -gas  a  brief  dUcasslon  concerning  section  e302(©/e  which  fcacl  been  proposed  ’by  to 
Rate  Sqntrtmsnt*  Beprerenlabiv*  ELaanagaa  Indicated  that  ho  had  resolved  a  suggestion. 
Abb  someone  ia  the  State  Beparb&eafc  tot  to  pew/ieioa  b©  node  sandatc-ry  rather  ton 
Emissive  and  tot  tore  bo  isclsdod  as  a  Mels  for  id  tool  Sing  or  idtfctawia^  increases 
m  quotas  failure  of  ssgr  foreign  etastiy  -to  offset  ®pr©apt  •  settlement  of  pessaiajsy 
®aiss»a*  -to?  Sosas.,  it  tee  generally  senaod  fmovable  to  the  inclusion^  of  oeotion  <S>^Ca)  V;.-? 
Eveml  Ethers  indicated  a  daeiro  to  gtudf  the  provisios  farther.  ($»te*  Fne  Stats*  r«?- 
lerteaeat  has  since  adrieed  tliat  tha  iaforantion  that  the  foregoing  amendment  to  the  eae- 
Mt  m  me  re^oeeted  by  that  Beparls-cat  was  erroneoae*  fkogr  do  not  want  the  iscluoion  of 
p©  ’•pecnalsa^'  el&inew  prcnino«) 


* 


Jkef  dieeneelon  w  seted  at  the  o»isa5  j; _ _ 

Ible  and  ^fair  price*  oonditloso  for  payi%e?it»  it  ms  polatod  <■*£&  'by  the  Xi/--  jrs 

pnt  that  tdilflh  the  oiiaeion  of  tos©  prorisions  to  only  a  Dapa: 

JJald  hare  in  ''onneebion  with  tose  natters  would  he  to  sathor  ity  -  wto  rc-'  agsaendatioa 
with  respect  t«<  fee  terms  am  conditions  of  prseessor^gv owes*  eentim  a  and  gros«r-*latorc‘r 
ntraets*  W®  pointed  out  father  that  to  B©pa:rte.3nt  had  no  ohjsei'  on  to  ^i©  oalsBiea 
ef  toss  eondli  iona  sine©  it  ap|>sax!sd  tot  tor©  was  eomplets  agreer  .at  fc^opg  the  Indue  • 
try  groups  to  •*  heir  amis»^»a« 

It  V8U8  pointed  out  that  to  Bepsrlseafc  had  been  adrlsed  %  represent?  tiyes  of  the  Indus-' 
Its-  that  meh  representatlres  did  sot  regard  the  provisions  of  section  40|  of  the  bill  as 
<  Intorising  to  Secretary  to  obtain  certain  %rpm  ef  data#  such  as  cost  data*  fJfoss  proc- 
Kisor©*  WittMLt  sash  dat.a8  it  wotdd®  of  oeurse*  be  axtreaely  difficult  to  carry  oat  the 
Brorisions  of  section  *8.0*  tore  fore*  we  indicated  that  it  wee  very  desirable  tot  tills 
patter  b©  slarlfied  ao  that  it  \*ee  understood  that  the  Department  either  did  or  did  not 
Etc-*  the  authority  to  gat  the  information  seeesaaxy  to  carry  out  ©ecticn  h5.0«  to  l®pii~ 
Vtlon  was*  of  course,  tot  viiloot  the  anther ity*  section  410  would  not  moan  such. 


*T«  Ha  Marshall  r 

Birector,  Sugar 

*t&  cooperation  with  the  Birteion  of  l«gis(Se.tiTe  Beports. 


OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FIBABCB 
Division  of  Legislative  Reports 

(For  administrative  information  only) 

HEARINGS  BEFORE  HOUSE  AGRICULTURE  COMMITTEE  OH  PROPOSED  BILL  TO  AMEND  SUGAR  ACT 
OF  1957,  JWIS  27,  19h7 

Five  witnesses  appeared:  One  on  behalf  of  a  Puerto  Rioan  refinery,  thro©  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  CIO  on  the  labor  question,  and  a  representative  of  the  Dominican 

sugar  industry# 

Mr#  Quinn  appeared  for  the  Puerto  Rican-Ameriean  Sugar  Refinery,  requesting  that 
the  quotas  applicable  to  Puerto  Rican  refiners  be  increased  from  126,000  short 
tons,  raw  value,  to  175,000  tons  and  that  the  bill  provide  that  these  direct- 
consumption  quotas  should  be  allocated  so  as  to  maintain  or  protect  his  company’s 
position#  The  baeie  for  his  request  was  that  newcomers  were  gradually  digging 
into  their  part  of  the  refined  sugar  quota  for  Puerto  Rico*  There  was  littl© 
evidence  that  the  Ccnmittee  was  disposed  favorably  to  his  suggestion# 

The  3  representative s  of  the  3  CIO  segments  addressed  their  objections  to  the 
absence  of  section  301  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  in  the  present  bill#  They  stated 
that  section  501  provided  fair  and  reasonable  wage  determinations  by  the  Secretary 
and  that  because  of  the  peculiar  situation  that  exists  in  some  sections  of  the 
country,  the  worker  should  have  this  safeguard*  The  point  was  raised  by  Congress¬ 
man  Hill  and  supported  to  a  certain  extent  by  certain  other  members  of  the 
Committee  that  the  labor  question  should  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  broad  farm 
labor  legislation  rather  than  as  a  part  of  the  Sugar  Act# 

A  representative  of  the  Dominican  Sugar  Producers’  Association,  an  independent 
organization,  presented  a  series  of  letters  and  testimony  indicating  the  Dominican 
Republic  had  also  made  contributions  to  the  war  effort,  had  offered  to  sell  their 
sugar  to  the  U,  S*  and,  therefore,  objected  to  the  change  in  the  bill  which  directed 
any  Philippine  deficit  largely  to  Cuba#  This  point  was  made  on  the  grounds  that 
thsre  were  substantial  American-owned  interests  in  the  Dominican  sugar  industry 
and  that  they  have  consistently  desired  a  larger  U#S«  market  for  their  sugar# 

There  was  very  little  indication  on  the  part  of  the  Committee  as  to  their  reaction 
on  this  point* 

The  chairman  accepted  for  the  record  two  prepared  briefs  dealing  with  Puerto  Rico, 
whereupon  the  meeting  waa  adjourned  until  Monday,  10  a.nu  for  executive  session* 


J*  H.  Marshall,  * 

Director,  Sugar  Branch,  PMA 


*In  cooperation  with  the  Division  of  Legislative  Reports# 
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pes&  Hggo  of  the  Agriculture  Oessittee  er-^laiaed  3.  H.  3^5  sad  with  •$10  Secre* 

s  at&teKeat  or  wee&aessce  of  fcke  pzo&im*  %p*  Sax  asked  what  tka  lossos  were*  Esp, 
2lcb  said  TOO  stock  laid  bsea  and'  said  the  previous  sKef&tec&t  to  ike  Act  w?# 

sed  to  haws  asl  fee  progwaa*  Hep.  Harter  said  he  'antlers tcod  1  >t  ..  !-.•  ge 

t  of  the  lessee  were  ia  esi  district*  Sep).  0ax  said  the  pregraa  ms  *?aradcos*ti*  ;'  en 
accepted  «§u  a  relief  psogran*  Sep*  Sick  said  tensers  wore  told  not  -o  hu-v.  their 
because  they  could  get  sera  o©s-sy  through  pre&lttSB*  »c&  £®g>.  Hope  said  this  wonli  he 
pec  feed  is  the  sew  Mil  by  Uniting  presales®  to  invostfiseat,,  JRep.  Hope  e- M  t4;.->iv-  hr.:,;  bcr.i 
t  unbelievable  aisssasageBeSfe *  "of  the  progres  hut  that  the  preaoat  5020  :iej?r^  #  is  t!cr.e 
B|1  shiest  parses®  ia  tk©  Bepartaeat*,  8  ISh#  Cosaifctee  suspended  farther  disc-.v-sios  ss? 
(■Mil  until  s;  later  tine*) 


»:•.-..  aiaed  H.  3,  ■’  coii.tinaa- 

&s  long  as  5  years,  k  a  Hope  said  the  domestic  saga?  industry  is  in  favor  iof 
period*  Bsp.  Harness  ask  3®p.  He;-  '-d  the  • 

^Jg*  ■  then  pay  St  Sop.  J  :  expressed  era  about  tree  :gar*-b©at 

,at  Sep,  Hope  said  they  »r©  is  favor  of  the  bill,  ©ad  that  ho  does  sot  consider  the 
ii ; 

^|we  have  a  pleaned  eeoaosy  so  far  aa  sugar  is  concerned  aad  &at  as  :  could 

pro- 

jstic  sugar  producers*,  Tap.  Browa  asked  if  the  1337  Act  didn’t  res  U» 

ties  ©rid  bow  that  result  oould  he  said  to  favor  the  abase  tic  prods 
eugur  producers  were  first  paid  sot  to  produce  and  thae  were  paid  to  produce*  and 

oa$&  advisability  of  reducing  the  sugar  tariffo 


^  14 


.se»r 


BxmaEu?m  criticised  tbs  hill*,  ob^oeilng  to  tbs  price  Increase*  stating  tbs  ■  ®thea? 
"fti'  Qfflttid  he  arr&aged  under  See,  20X  of  the  hill,  aod  Baying  fee  hill  was  apoasored. 
Klaus  foraer  OSSA  official©  now  working  la  the  sugar  industry*  He  sal 
ricultur®  told  the  CoEoitt&&  fes  was  aot  fasiliar  with  tb)  biil0  H©  said  ths  r 

that  h©  dotted  the  need  for  a 
ss-  eager  is  the  eheepest  comodity* 

Jngjvjse v*  saig  taj  price  iacreaces  oa  sugar  trill  he  the  Secretary9#  r  un  . 

‘‘Ill,  that  be  would  prefer  a  >year  period  hat  the  State  Itepartaeiife  objected,  depn 
e^;»d  how  a  tariff  was  sera  object! o^sbl©  tbaa  the  previsioas  of  this  bill* 

,  ;;i-  r$tt  stated  that  h®  favored  hath  Mile  aad,  referring  to  Bep.  H©pos  »iather  party 
along  with  his  views  on  agriculture  and  wo&H  he  far  wrongs  Hop*  Kill  spoke  ia 

_  .  _  ^  M  M  •  >.  i_  ...  .*> ...  _  k  +%*■-  —  •<*£  ^5  -#>  *v,a  *■•*■*'  •»=.*?  <*-vc*n  -T'  •'  •&*,  r 


provision*  but  said  ho  had  cleared,  vne  ssitoer  fcirsj  ways  aad  Aoass  C.-'.-rlssiBan.,, 


Carl  £*  Sapp,  BS5 


I 


OFFICE  OF  FIDGET  All!)  FINANCE 
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(For  administrative  Information  only). 


HEARINGS  BEFORE  AND! ESI.5IJ  SUBQQMTTEK 

•  SUGAR,  JANUARY  21,  1947 


OF  HOUSE  AGKD3JLTDHE  COLllTTEE 


RBGAHDM5 


After  the  statement  by  tine  chairman  as  to  the  purpose  of  the  hearing,  which  was  to 
obtain  information  regarding  the  eori'ent  sugar  situation*  tSr,  J*  H®  Marshall, 
Director  of  the  Sugar  Branch,  outlined  the  current  supply  saad  prospective  production 
situation  in  response  to  a  general  Inquiry  by  the  chairman* 

It  was  indicated  that  this  was  the  same  as  the  statement  released  by  the  Department 
on  the  subject  on  Deceitfoer  16th  with  the  exception  of  m  adjustment  of  approAimately 
300*000  tons  in  the  estimated  Chilian  crop*  The  chairman  and  Congressman  Pace  inter- 
.  iipted  frequently  in  connection  with  the  statement  on  production  prefects,  raising 
questions  regarding  the  certainty  of  the  Cuban  crop  estimates*  The  chairman  asked 
Beveral  questions  regarding  Ras«ia*s  product:  jv  conscription,  and  exports,  ibr*  Pace 
Pasked  that  the  testimony  enphe  nize  the  amount  of  increased  production  which  would  be 
Ifevail&ble  to  the  United  States  rather  than  the  total.  It  was  developed  that  in 
1947  an  additional  655*000  tons  of  sugar  would  be  available  for  allocation  on  the 
basis  of  current  estimates  -ted  that  1,416,000  tons  of  the-  Cuban  crop  would  be  avail¬ 
able  to  increase  consumption  above  1946  levels  in  all.  countries  receiving  Cuban 
sugar*  The  countries  which  have  been  receiving  Cuban  sugar  were  enumerated,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  amounts  received* 


There  neva  numerous  questions  by  prac  tic  ally  all  committee  numbers  present,  regard¬ 
ing’  the  method  whS .ch  v;ould  be  used  in  allocating  the  estimated  increased  production* 
It  connection  with  the  discussion  as  to  whether  allocations  were  on  a  quarterly  or 
.‘annual  basis,  the  chairman  Indicated  that  Hr*  Marshall  disagreed  with  the  Secretary 
cn  the  matter*  After  some  discussion,  Mr*  Marshall  replied  that  if  he  disagreed 
with  the  Secretary  he  wou^d  not  be  testifying  before  tbs  committee  but  would  be 
discussing  the  matter  with  the  Secretary*  In  response  to  a  question  as  to  the 
probable  amount  which  would  be  available  in  the  United  States,  Mr,  Marshall  indicated 
|  that  nothing  official  m  this  natter  was  available*  He  was  asked  whether  he  person¬ 
ally  had  a  figure  in  mind  o<>  tie  U*  S*  allocation.  would  be  for  1947*  This 
question  was  very  nicely  parried. 

There  were  a  number  of  quo  at  ions  regarding  rationing  and  the  possibility  of  increases 
for  the  first  quarter  or.  for  later  quarters*  After  bearing  a  description  of  the 
manner  in  thich  the  International  Emergency  Food  Council  makes  allocations  of  Cuban 
cro p#  the  chairman  arrived  at  tiB  conclusion  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  had 
veto  power  over  any  action  of  the  council  which  was  discussed  at  length*  There  were 
several  questions  as  to  wise  trier  the  Secretary  of  Agricult  -ore  or  the  State  Depart- 
ment  had  final  word  on  allocations*  Congressman  Pace  developed  the  history  of  Cuban 
exports  and  the  need  for  giving  consideration  to  their  historical  export  pattern 
in  making  the  £5. nal ^location,  In  doing  sc,  he  raised  the  question  as  to  the 
possible  effect/  open  bidding  for  Cuba’s  crop  would  have  had  on  the  U,  S*  pri.ee  and 
imports*  During  a  discussion  of  the  difficulties  of  getting  Cuban  sugar  to  U,  S* 
fonsurcers  these  were  several  questions  as  to  why  cotton  bags  were  not  used* 


•  tt  was  shown  "that  to  give  a  10-pound  increase  ia  -  the  individual  ration  and  a  20 


percent 


increase  for 


industrial  users  would  require  the  entire 


amount  available 


r 


-  r>  - 


. ,,ir  oonmwftion  in  r-.il  cour. -ries  xecei  dug  an  aj.'.oc-^- 

^  ^ibefof  questions  regavdlsig  the  ^  and!  stook® 

kon  of  °absn  sug^  otbsr  oo^riBa*  This  led  into  a  discussion  of  the  supplies 
^KilabXe  ^  .  r  '  Tndie ^  lijss  he?“tn^  landed  nith  ratter  detailed  discussion 

the  Hctmrland^^t  ^  Mtictec  ttw2lghrot  1*57,  «a 

“  ^'iJfnPreo'lred  aid"Mooxaotsde<3  by  the  Depertawt  to  put  these  into  effect  as 
KSu^as  the  1947  support  pro? rams  ih  the  Beparioeixt* 


J*  Banks  Young  (B&F  }* 


*Ia  cooperation  'ith  the  legislative  Reports  sr.d  Seivioe  Section, 
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80th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


&  A«  Air  9 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  EEPEESENTATIVES 

July  2, 1947 

Mr.  Hope  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

♦ 

To  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States,  with  the  Terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign 
countries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugars  and 
of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry; 
to  promote  the  export  trade  of  the  United  States;  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Beyresenta- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Sugar  Act  of  1948”. 

4  TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

5  Sec.  101.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  except  title  V — 

6  (a)  The  term  “person”  means  an  individual,  partner- 

7  ship,  corporation,  or  association. 
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(b)  The  term  “sugars”  means  any  grade  or  type  of 
saccharine  product  derived  from  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets, 
which  contains  sucrose,  dextrose,  or  levulose. 

(c)  The  term  “sugar”  means  raw  sugar  or  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar. 

(d)  The  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are 
principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  are  to  be  fur¬ 
ther  refined  or  improved  in  quality,  and  any  sugars  which 
are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure,  but  which  are  to 
be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality  to  pro¬ 
duce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(e)  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means  any 
sugars  which  are  principally  of  crystalline  structure  and 
which  are  not  to  be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved 
in  quality. 

(f)  The  term  “liquid  sugar”  means  any  sugars  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice  produced  from  sugarcane  grown 
in  continental  United  States)  which  are  principally  not  of 
crystalline  structure  and  which  contain,  or  which  are  to 
be  used  for  the  production  of  any  sugars  principally  not 
of  crystalline  structure  which  contain,  soluble  nonsugar  solids 
(excluding  any  foreign  substances  that  may  have  been 
added  or  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to  6  per  centum 
or  less  of  the  total  soluble  solids. 
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(g)  Sugars  in  dry  amorphous  form  shall  be  considered 
to  be  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(h)  The  “raw  value”  of  any  quantity  of  sugars  means 
its  equivalent  in  terms  of  ordinary  commercial  raw  sugar 
testing  ninety-six  sugar  degress  by  the  polariscope,  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  regulations  to  be  issued  by  the 
Secretary.  The  principal  grades  and  types  of  sugar  and 
liquid  sugar  shall  be  translated  into  terms  of  raw  value  in 
the  following  manner: 

(1)  For  direct-consumption  sugar,  derived  from  sugar 
beets  and  testing  ninety-two  or  more  sugar  degrees  by  the 
polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof 
by  1.07; 

(2)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing 
ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying 
the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  0.93 ; 

(3)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing 
more  than  ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by 
multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  the  figure 
obtained  by  adding  to  0.93  the  result  of  multiplying  0.0175 
by  the  number  of  degrees  and  fractions  of  a  degree  of  polar¬ 
ization  above  ninety-two  degrees; 

(4)  For  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  testing  less  than  ninety- 
two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  dividing  the  num¬ 
ber  of  pounds  of  the  “total  sugar  content”  thereof  by  0.972. 
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(5)  The  Secretary  may  establish  rates  for  translating 
sugar  and  liquid  sugar  into  terms  of  raw  value  for  (a)  any 
grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  not  provided  for  in 
the  foregoing  and  (b)  any  special  grade  or  type  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  for  which  he  determines  that  the  raw  value 
cannot  be  measured  adequately  under  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graphs  (1)  to  (4) ,  inclusive,  of  this  subsection  (h) . 

(i)  The  term  “total  sugar  content”  means  the  sum  of 
the  sucrose  (Clerget)  and  reducing  or  invert  sugars  con¬ 
tained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(j)  The  term  “quota”,  depending  upon  the  context, 
means  ( 1 )  that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may 
he  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States, 
for  consumption  therein,  during  any  calendar  year,  from  the 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Pico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  a 
foreign  country  or  group  of  foreign  countries;  (2)  that 

quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets 

♦ 

or  sugarcane  grown  in  the  continental  United  States  which, 
during  any  calendar  year,  may  be  shipped,  transported,  or 
marketed  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  competition  with 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce;  or  (3)  that  quantity  of 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be  marketed  in  the  Territory 
of  Hawaii  or  in  Puerto  Pico,  for  consumption  therein,  during 
any  calendar  year. 


5 


1  (k)  The  term  “producer”  means  a  person  who  is  the 

2  legal  owner,  at  the  time  of  harvest  or  abandonment,  of  a  por- 

3  tion  or  all  of  a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a 

4  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

5  (1)  The  terms  “including”  and  “include”  shall  not 

6  be  deemed  to  exclude  anything  not  mentioned  but  otherwise 

7  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  defined. 

S  (m)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of 

9  Agriculture. 

•  10  TITLE  II— QUOTA  PROVISIONS 

11  Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each 

12  calendar  year,  beginning  with  the  calendar  year  1948,  the 
12  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  con- 
11  sumers  in  the  continental  United  States;  such  determina- 
15  .  tions  shall  be  made  during  the  month  of  December  in  each 
10  year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year  (in  the  case  of  the 

17  calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  days  thereof)  and 

18  at  such  other  times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secre- 
10  tary  may  deem  necessary  to  meet  such  requirements.  In 

20  making  such  determinations  the  Secretary  shall  use  as  a 

21  basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  distributed 

22  for  consumption,  as  indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the 
22  Department  of  Agriculture,  during  the  twelve-month  period 
21  ending  October  31  next  preceding  the  calendar  year  for 
25  which  the  determination  is  being  made,  and  shall  make 


1  allowances  for  a  deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of 

2  sugar,  and  for  changes  in  consumption  because  of  changes 

3  in  population  and  demand  conditions,  as  computed  from 

4  statistics  published  by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government; 

5  and,  in  order  that  such  determinations  shall  be  made  so  as 

6  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those  engaged 

7  in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  providing  such  supply  of 

8  sugar  as  will  he  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  ex- 

9  cessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably 

10  maintain  and  protect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  in- 

11  dustry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any  such  determination, 

12  in  addition  to  the  consumption,  inventory,  population,  and 

13  demand  factors  above  specified  and  the  level  and  trend  of 

14  consumer  purchasing  power,  shall  take  into  consideration 

15  the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 
10  sugar  that  would  result  from  such  determination  and  the 
If  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  as  compared  with 

18  the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 

19  sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States 

20  obtaining  during  1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price 

21  control  of  sugar  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’  Price  Index 

22  as  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  De- 

23  partment  of  Labor. 

21  Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  made,  pursuant 
25  to  section  §01,  of  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the 
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requirements  of  consumers,  the  Secretary  shall  establish 
quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 


(a)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  by  apportion¬ 
ing  among  such  areas  4,268,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  as 
follows : 


Area 

Domestic  beet  sugar. 
Mainland  cane  sugar 

Hawaii _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Virgin  Islands _ 


Short  tons,  raw  value 
1,800,000 
___  500, 000 

___  1,052,000 
___  910, 000 

6,  000 


(b)  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  the  amount 
of  nine  hundred  and  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  as 


specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946. 


(c)  For  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  by  prorating  among  such  areas  an  amount 
of  sugar,  raw  value,  equal  to  the  amount  determined  pursuant 
to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant 
to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  following 
basis: 

Area  Per  centum 

Cuba _ 98.64 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines _  1.  36 

The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 


the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  •  prorated  among 


such  countries  on  the  basis  of  the  division  of  the  quota  for 
such  countries  made  in  General  Sugar  Quota  Regulations, 
Series  4,  Number  1,  issued  December  12,  1936,  pursuant 
to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended. 
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(cl)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this  title 
II,  in  the  event  the  quota  established  for  Cuba,  including  any 
and  all  deficits  allotted  or  prorated  to  Cuba  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  204  (a),  shall  be  a  smaller  proportion 
of  the  total  amount  of  sugar  which  the  Secretary  determines 
is  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the 
continental  United  States  pursuant  to  section  201  of  this  Act, 
than  the  quota  which  would  have  been  established  for  Cuba 
upon  such  consumptive  estimate  under  the  provisions  of 
section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  quotas  for 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas  established  pursuant  to  the 
other  provisions  of  this  title  II  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata 
by  such  amounts  as  are  required  to  establish  such  quota  for 
Cuba  and  the  amounts  by  which  such  domestic  sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  quotas  are  so  reduced  shall  be  added  to  the  quota 
for  Cuba. 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign 
country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  the  nationals 
of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry, 
and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  shall  have  au¬ 
thority  to  withhold  or  withdraw  any  increase  in  the  share 
of  the  domestic  consumption  requirements  provided  for 
such  country  by  this  Act  as  compared  with  the  share 
allowed  under  section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937: 
Provided ,  That  any  amount  of  sugar  so  withheld  or  with- 
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drawn  shall  be  prorated  to  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of 
existing  quotas  for  such  areas  and  the  Secretary  shall  revise 
such  quotas  accordingly :  Provided  further,  That  any  portion 
of  such  amount  of  sugar  which  cannot  be  supplied  by 
domestic  areas  may  he  prorated  to  foreign  countries  other 
than  a  country  which  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  has  denied 
fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  nationals  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  203.  In  accordance  with  such  provisions  of  section 
201  as  he  deems  applicable,  the  Secretary  shall  also  deter¬ 
mine  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  consumers  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  and  in  Puerto  Eico, 
and  shall  establish  quotas  for  the  amounts  of  sugar  which 
may  be  marketed  for  local  consumption  in  such  areas  equal 
to  the  amounts  determined  to  he  needed  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  consumers  therein. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  from  time  to  time 
during  the  calendar  year,  determine  whether,  in  view  of  the 
current  inventories  of  sugar,  the  estimated  production  from 
the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  planted,  the  normal 
marketings  within  a  calendar  year  of  new-crop  sugar,  and 
other  pertinent  factors,  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  or  Cuba,  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota 
for  such  area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area 
or  Cuba  will  he  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area  for 
H.  E.  4075 - 2 
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the  calendar  year  then  current,  lie  shall  revise  the  quotas  for 
the  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar 
equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to  the  other  such  areas  on 

the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect:  Provided,  however, 

* 

That  domestic  areas  shall  not  share  in  any  deficit  of  any  do¬ 
mestic  area  if  the  then  outstanding  determination  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  made  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the  Act  is  less  than 
seven  million  short  tons,  raw  value.  If  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  will  be  unable  to  market 
the  quota  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  then  current,  he 
shall  revise  the  quotas  for  Cuba  and  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  by  prorating 
an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined,  as 


follows : 

t 

To  Cuba - 95  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines -  5  per  centum 


Provided,  however,  That  whenever  the  quota  for  Cuba  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  other  than  section 
202  (d)  is  less  than  the  amount  required  by  the  provisions 
of  section  202  (d)  of  this  Act,  such  prorations  shall  he  as 
follows : 

To  Cuba - 98.  04  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines -  1.  36  per  centum 

Any  portion  of  such  Philippine  deficit  which  the  Secretary 

«/ 

determines  cannot  be  supplied  by  Cuba  shall  he  prorated  to 


1 

2 

O 

O 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

11 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

21 

25 


11 


foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines.  No  part  of  any  Philippine  deficit  so  prorated 
may  be  filled  by. direct-consumption  sugar. 

(b)  If,  on  the  1st  day  of  September  in  any  calendar 
year,  any  part  or  all  of  the  proration  to  any  foreign  country 
of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  established  under  the  provisions 
of  section  202  (c)  lias  not  been  filled,  the  Secretary  may 
revise  the  proration  of  such  quota  among  such  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  by  allotting  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  such  unfilled 
proration  to  such  foreign  countries  as  have  filled  their 
prorations  of  such  quota  by  such  date. 

(c)  The  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  Cuba,  or  other  foreign  countries  as  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  shall  not  be  reduced 
by  reason  of  any  determination  of  a  deficit  existing  in  any 
calendar  year  under  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and 
(b)  of  this  section  201. 

(d)  Any  proration  among  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  on  such  basis, as  the  Secretary  shall  determine. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
allotment  of  any  quota,  or  proration  thereof,  established  for 
any  area  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  is  necessary 
to  assure  an  orderly  and  adequate  flow  of  sugar  or  liquid 
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sugar  in  the  channels  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or 
to  prevent  disorderly  marketing  or  importation  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  or  to  maintain  a  continuous  and  stable  supply 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  afford  all  interested  persons 
an  equitable  opportunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
within  any  area’s  quota,  after  such  hearing  and  upon  such 
notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  he  shall  make  al¬ 
lotments  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof  by  allotting  to 
persons  who  market  or  import  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  for 
such  periods  as  he  may  designate,  the  quantities  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  which  each  such  person  may  market  in 
continental  United  States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  or  Puerto 
Eico,  or  may  import  or  bring  into  continental  United  States, 
for  consumption  therein.  Allotments  shall  he  made  in  such 
manner  and  in  such  amounts  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient, 
and  equitable  distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof, 
by  taking  into  consideration  the  processings  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  to  which  propor¬ 
tionate  shares,  determined  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (1))  of  section  302,  pertained;  the  past  market¬ 
ings  or  importations  of  each  such  person;  and  the  ability 
of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that  portion  of  such 
quota  or  proration  thereof  allotted  to  him.  The  Secretary 
may  also,  upon  such  hearing  and  notice  as  he  may  by 


13 


1  regulations  prescribe,  revise  or  amend  any  such  allotment 

♦ 

2  upon  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  allotment  was  made. 

3  (b)  An  appeal  may  be  taken,  in  the  manner  here- 

4  inafter  provided  from  any  decision  .making  such  allotments, 

5  or  revisions  thereof,  to  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals 

6  for  the  District  of  Columbia  in  any  of  the  following  cases: 

7  (1)  By' any  applicant  for  an  allotment  whose  applica- 

8  tion  shall  have  been  denied. 

9  (2)  By  any  person  aggrieved  by  reason  of  any  decision 

10  of  the  Secretarv  granting;  or  revising  anv  allotment  made 

11  to  him. 

12  (c)  Such  appeal  shall  he  taken  bv  filing  with  said  court, 
18  within  twenty  days  after  the  decision  complained  of  is  effec- 
11  tive,  notice  in  writing  of  said  appeal  and  a  statement  of  the 
1^  reasons  therefor,  together  with  proof  of  service  of  a  true  copy 
10  of  said  notice  and  statement  upon  the  Secretary.  Unless  a 
1*  later  date  is  specified  by  the  Secretary  as  part  of  his  decision, 
18  the  decision  complained  of  shall  be  considered  to  be  effective 
1^  as  of  the  date  on  which  public  announcement  of  the  decision 
29  is  made  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washing- 

21  ton.  The  Secretary  shall  thereupon,  and  in  an}^  event  not 

22  later  than  ten  days  from  the  date  of  such  service  upon  him, 
28  mail  or  otherwise  deliver  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal  to 
21  each  person  shown  by  the  records  of  the  Secretary  to  be 
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interested  in  such  appeal  and  to  have  a  right  to  intervene 
therein  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  and  shall  at  all 
times  thereafter  permit  any  such  person  to  inspect  and  make 
copies  of  appellants’  reasons  for  said  appeal  at  the  office  of 
the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washington.  Within  thirty  days 
after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  the  Secretary  shall  file  with  the 
court  the  originals  or  certified  copies  of  all  papers  and  evi¬ 
dence  presented  to  him  upon  the  hearing  involved,  a  like 
copy  of  his  decision  thereon,  a  full  statement  in  writing  of 
the  facts  and  grounds  for  his  decisions  as  found  and  given 
by  him  and  a  list  of  all  interested  persons  to  whom  he  has 
mailed  or  otherwise  delivered  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal. 

(d)  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal 
any  interested  person  may  intervene  and  participate  in  the 
proceedings  had  upon  said  appeal  by  filing  with  the  court  a 
notice  of  intention  to  intervene  and  a  verified  statement 
showing  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  such  party  together 
with  proof  of  service  of  true  copies  of  said  notice  and  state¬ 
ment,  both  upon  the  appellant  and  upon  the  Secretary.  Any 
person  who  would  be  aggrieved  or  whose  interests  would 
be  adversely  affected  by  reversal  or  modification  of  the  de- 
cision  of  the  Secretary  complained  of  shall  be  considered  an 
interested  party. 

(e)  At  the  earliest  convenient  time  the  court  shall 
hear  and  determine  the  appeal  upon  the  record  before  it, 
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and  shall  have  power,  upon  such  record,  to  enter  a  judgment 
affirming  or  reversing  the  decision,  and  if  it  enters  an  order 
reversing  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  it  shall  remand  the 
case  to  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  the  judgment  of  the 
court:  Provided,  however,  That  the  review  by  the  court 
shall  he  limited  to  questions  of  law  and  that  findings  of  fact 
by  the  Secretary,  if  supported  by  substantial  evidence,  shall 
be  conclusive  unless  it  shall  clearly  appear  that  the  findings 
of  the  Secretary  are  arbitrary  or  capricious.  The  court’s 
judgment  shall  be  final,  subject,  however,  to  review  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  upon  writ  of  certiorari 
on  petition  therefor,  under  section  240  of  the  Judicial  Code, 
as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  28,  sec.  347),  by  appellant, 
by  the  Secretary,  or  by  any  interested  party  intervening  in 
the  appeal.  - _ - 

(f)  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  enter  judgment 
for  costs  in  favor  of  or  against  an  appellant,  and  other 
interested  parties  intervening  in  said  appeal,  but  not  against 
the  Secretary,  depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  issues  in 
volved  in  such  appeal  and  the  outcome  thereof. 

Sec.  206.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  207  and 
408  relating  to  the  suspension  of  quotas,  sugar  quotas  shall 
be  established  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  the  calendar  year  1948 
within  ten  days  after  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand 
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six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota 
for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct- 
consumption  sugar. 

(b)  Hot  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thou¬ 
sand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for 
Puerto  Pico  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct- 
consumption  sugar. 

(c)  None  of  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands  for  any 
calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  Not  more  than  fifty-six  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar 
of  the  quota  for  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  for  any 
calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar 
as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of 
1946. 

(e)  Not  more  than  three  hundred  and  seventy-five 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Cuba  for 
any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the 
quotas  established  under  section  203  for  marketing  for  local 
consumption  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico. 

(g)  The  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas 
established  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  the  enforcement 
provisions  of  title  II  applicable  thereto,  shall  continue  in 
effect  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  409  of  this  Act  unless  the  President 
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acting  thereunder  specifically  finds  and  proclaims  that  a 
national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect 
to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  requires  the  suspension  of 
direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas. 

Sec.  208.  Quotas  for  liquid  sugar  for  foreign  countries 
for  each  calendar  year  are  hereby  established  as  follows: 


Iu  terms  of  wine  gallons  of 
72%  total  sugar  content 


Country 

Cuba _ 

Dominican  Republic _ 

Other  foreign  countries 


7,  970,  553 
830, 894 
0 


Sec.  209.  All  persons  are  hereby  prohibited — 

(a)  From  bringing  or  importing  into  the  continental 
United  States  from  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  or  foreign  countries,  (1)  any  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  after  the  applicable  quota,  or  the  proration  of 
any  such  quota,  has  been  filled,  or  (2)  any  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar  after  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  any 
such  quota  has  been  filled ; 

(b)  From  shipping,  transporting,  or  marketing  in  in¬ 
terstate  commerce,  or  in  competition  with  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce,'  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  either  the  domestic-beet- 
sugar  area  or  the  mainland  cane-sugar  area  after  the  quota 
for  such  area  has  been  filled; 

(c)  From  marketing  in  either  the  Territory  of  Hawaii 
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or  Puerto  Rico,  for  consumption  therein,  any  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  after  the  quota  therefor  has  been  filled; 

(d)  From  exceeding  allotments  of  any  quota,  direct- 
consumption  portion  of  any  quota,  or  proration  of  any 
quota,  made  to  them  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  determinations  provided  for  in  sec¬ 
tions  201  and  203,  and  all  quotas,  prorations,  and  allot¬ 
ments,  except  quotas  established  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  section  208,  shall  be  made  or  established  in  terms  of  raw 
value. 

(1))  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  liquid  sugar,  except 
that  imported  from  foreign  countries,  shall  be  included  with 
sugar  in  making  the  determinations  provided  for  in  sec¬ 
tions  201  and  203  and  in  the  establishment  or  revision  of 
quotas,  prorations,  and  allotments. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  raw-value  equivalent  of  any  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  in  any  form,  including  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
in  manufactured  products,  exported  from  the  continental 
United  States  under  the  provisions  of  section  313  of  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  be*  credited  against  airy  charges 
which  shall  have  been  made  in  respect  to  the  applicable 
quota  or  proration  for  the  country  of  origin.  The  country 
of  origin  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  respect  to  which  any 
credit  shall  be  established  shall  be  that  country  in  respect 
to  importation  from  which  draw-back  of  the  exported  sugar 


19 


1  or  liquid  sugar  has  been  claimed.  Sugar  or  liquid  sugar 

2  entered  into  the  continental  United  States  under  an  appli- 

3  cable  bond  established  pursuant  to  orders  or  regulations 

4  issued  b}^  the  Secretary,  for  the  express  purpose  of  subse- 

5  quently  exporting  the  equivalent  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid 

6  sugar  as  such,  or  in  manufactured  articles,  shall  not  be 

7  charged  against  the  applicable  quota  or  proration  for  the 

8  country  of  origin. 

9  (b)  Exportation  within  the  meaning  of  sections  309 

10  and  313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  be  considered  to  be 

11  exportation  within  the  meaning  of  this  section. 

12  (c)  The  quota  established  for  any  domestic  sugar- 

13  producing  area  may  be  filled  only  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 

14  produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  such  area: 

15  Provided,  however,  That  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  admitted 

16  free  of  duty  from  the  Virgin  Islands  under  the  Act  of  Con- 

17  gress,  approved  March  3,  1917  (39  Stat.  1133),  may  be 

18  admitted  within  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands. 

19  Sec.  212.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  apply  to 

20  (1)  the  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid 

21  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 

22  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year; 

23  (2)  the  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid 
21  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 
25  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year 
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for  religions,  sacramental,  educational,  or  experimental  pur¬ 
poses;  (3)  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  coun¬ 
try,  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 
in  individual  sealed  containers  of  such  capacity  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  determine,  not  in  excess  of  one  and  one-tenth 
gallons  each;  or  (4)  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported, 
brought  into,  or  produced  or  manufactured  in  the  United 
States  for  the  distillation  of  alcohol,  or  for  livestock  feed, 
or  for  the  production  of  livestock  feed. 

TITLE  III— CONDITIONAL-PAYMENT 
PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  the  following  conditions  with  respect  to  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  the  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar : 

(a)  That  no  child  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  shall 
have  been  employed  or  permitted  to  work  on  the  farm, 
whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  person,  in  the 
production,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  a  crop  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  with  respect  to  which  application  for 
payment  is  made,  except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family 
of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40 
per  centum  of  the  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  per¬ 
formed;  and  that  no  child  between  the  ages  of  fourteen  and 


1  sixteen  years  shall  have  been  employed  or  permitted  to  do 

2  such  work,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  per- 

3  son,  for  a  longer  period  than  eight  hours  in  any  one  day, 

4  except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family  of  a  person  who 

5  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40  per  centum  of  the 

6  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  performed.  The  Secretary 
1  is  authorized  to  make  payments,  notwithstanding  a  failure 

8  to  comply  with  the  conditions  provided  in  this  subsection, 

9  but  the  payments  made  with  respect  to  any  crop  shall  be 

10  subject  to  a  deduction  of  $10  for  each  child  for  each  day, 

11  or  a  portion  of  a  day,  during  which  such  child  was  employed 

12  or  permitted  to  work  contrary  to  the  foregoing  provisions 
12  of  this  subsection. 

11  (b)  That  there  shall  not  have  been  marketed  (or 

processed)  an  amount  (in  terms  of  planted  acreage,  weight, 
Id  or  recoverable  sugar  content)  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
11  grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for  the  production  of  sugar  or 

18  liquid  sugar  to  be  marketed  in,  or  so  as  to  compete  with  or 

19  otherwise  directly  affect  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  in 

2°  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm,  as  determined 

/ 

21  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302, 

22  of  the  total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to 
22  be  processed  to  enable  the  area  in  which  such  sugar  beets 
21  or  sugarcane  are  produced  to  meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a 
25  normal  carry-over  inventory)  as  estimated  by  the  Secretary 
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for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which  the  larger 
part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop  normally 
would  he  marketed. 

•  Sec.  302.  (a)  The  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
with  respect  to  which  payment  may  be  made  shall  be  the 
amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  from  the  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  marketed  ( or  processed  by 
the  producer)  not  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the 
farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  quantity  of 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  required  to  be  processed  to  enable  the  producing  area 
in  which  the  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  is  grown  to 
meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory) 
estimated  by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year 
during  which  the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from 
such  crop  normally  would  be  marketed. 

(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary  may  take  into  consideration 
the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
marketed  (or  processed)  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  and  the  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane,  and  the  Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect 
the  interests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the 
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interests  of  producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants,  - 
adherent  planters,  or  share  croppers. 

(c)  Payments  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  sugar  beets 
and  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  commencing  with  the  crop 
year  1948. 

Sec.  303.  In  addition  to  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  with  respect  to  which  payments  are  authorized  under 
subsection  (a)  of  section  302,  the  Secretary  is  also  author¬ 
ized  to  make  payments,  on  the  conditions  provided  in  section 
301,  with  respect  to  bona  fide  abandonment  of  planted  acre¬ 
age  and  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage,  resulting  from 
drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze,  disease,  or  insects,  which  cause 
such  damage  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  crop  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  in  the  same  factory  district  (as  established 
by  the  Secretary ) ,  county,  parish,  municipality,  or  local  pro¬ 
ducing  area,  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary,  on  the  following  quantities  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar :  ( 1 )  With  respect  to  such  bona  fide  abandon¬ 
ment  of  each  planted  acre  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  one- 
third  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recoverable  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  per  acre  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary;  and  (2)  with  respect  to  such  crop  deficiencies  of 
harvested  acreage  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  the  excess  of 
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80  pei’  centum  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recover¬ 
able  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  for  such  acreage  for  the  farm,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  over  the  actual  yield. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  The  amount  of  the  base  rate  of  payment 
shall  be  80  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar,  raw  value. 

(b)  All  payments  shall  be  calculated  with  respect  to 
a  farm  which,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  shall  be  a  farm¬ 
ing  unit  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
b}^  the  Secretary,  and  in  making  such  determinations,  the 
Secretarv  shall  take  into  consideration  the  use  of  common 
work  stock,  equipment,  labor,  management,  and  other  per¬ 
tinent  factors. 

(c)  The  total  payment  with  respect  to  a  farm  shall  be 
the  product  of  the  base  rate  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  multiplied  by  the  amount  of  sugar  and  liquid 
sugar,  raw  value,  with  respect  to  which  payment  is  to  be 
made,  except  that  reduction  shall  be  made  from  such  total 
payment  in  accordance  with  the  following  scale  of  reductions : 


That  portion  of  the  quantity  of 
sugar  and  liquid  sugar  which  is 
included  within  the  following  in¬ 
tervals  of  short  tons,  raw  value 

350  to  TOO _ 

700  to  1,000 _ 

1,000  to  1,500 _ 

1,500  to  3,000 _ 

3,000  to  6,000 _ 

6,000  to  12,000 _ 

12,000  to  30,000 _ 

More  than  30,000 _ 


Reduction  in  the  base  rate 
of  payment  per  hundred¬ 
weight  of  such  portion 

_ $0.05 

_  .  10 

_ -  .  20 

_  .25 

_  .  275 

_  .  30 

_  .325 

_  .  50 
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(d)  Application  for  payment  shall  be  made  by,  and 
payments  shall  be  made  to,  the  producer  or,  in  the  event 
of  his  death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency,  his  legal 
representative,  or  heirs:  Provided,  however,  That  all  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  farm  shall  signify  in  the  application  for  pay¬ 
ment  the  percentage  of  the  total  payment  with  respect  to 
the  farm  to  be  made  to  each  producer :  And  provided  further, 
That  payments  may  be  made,  (1)  in  the  event  of  the 
death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency  of  a  producer,  to 
such  beneficiary  as  the  producer  may  designate  in  the 
application  for  payment:  (2)  to  one  producer  of  a  group  of 
two  or  more-  producers,  provided  all  producers  on  the  farm 
designate  such  producer  in  the  application  for  payment  as 
sole  recipient  for  their  benefit  of  the  payment  with  respect 
to  the  farm;  or  (3)  to  a  person  who  is  not  a  producer,  pro¬ 
vided  such  person  controls  the  land  included  within  the 
farm  with  respect  to  which  the  application  for  payment  is 
made  and  is  designated  by  the  sole  producer  (or  all  pro¬ 
ducers)  on  the  farm,  as  sole  recipient  for  his  or  their  benefit, 
of  the  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm. 

Sec.  305.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  titles  II 
and  III  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  utilize 
local  committees  of  sugar  beet  or  sugarcane  producers,  State 
and  county  agricultural  conservation  committees,  or  the 
Agricultural  Extension  Service  and  other  agencies,  and  the 
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Secretary  may  prescribe  that  all  or  a  part  of  the  expenses  of 
such  committees  may  be  deducted  from  the  payments  herein 
authorized. 

Sec.  306.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis  for  any  pay¬ 
ment,  or  the  amount  thereof  authorized  to  be  made  under 
this  title,  officially  determined  in  conformity  with  rules  or 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  reviewable 
only  by  the  Secretary,  and  his  determinations  with  respect 
thereto  shall  be  final  and  conclusive. 

Sec.  307.  This  title  shall  apply  to  the  continental  United 
States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  Eor  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
may  make  such  expenditures  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  including  personal  services 
and  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere. 

Sec.  402.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  each  fiscal  year  for  the  purposes  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  this  Act  the  funds  necessary  to  make  the  payments 
provided  for  in  title  III  of  this  Act  and  such  other  amounts 
as  the  Congress  determines  to  be  necessary  for  such  fiscal 
year  to  carry  out  the  other  provisions  of  the  Act. 

(b)  All  funds  available  for  carrying  out  this  Act  shall 
be  available  for  allotment  to  the  bureaus  and  offices  of  the 
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Department  of  Agriculture  and  for  transfer  to  such  other 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  as  the  Secretary  may 
request  to  cooperate  or  assist  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 

(c)  The  funds  made  available  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  Secretary  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal 
year  1948  are  also  hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary 
for  purposes  of  administration  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
during  the  fiscal  year  1948. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such 
orders  or  regulations,  which  shall  have  the  force  and  effect 
of  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  powers  vested 
in  him  by  this  Act.  Any  person  knowingly  violating  any 
order  or  regulation  of  the  Secretary  issued  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall,  upon  conviction,  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  $100  for  each  such  violation. 

(b)  Each  determination  issued  by  the  Secretary  in  con¬ 
nection  with  quotas  and  deficits  under  title  II  or  payments 
under  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  promptly  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  statement 
of  the  bases  and  considerations  upon  which  such  determina¬ 
tion  was  made. 

Sec.  404.  The  several  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  are  hereby  vested  with  jurisdiction  specifically  to  en- 
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1  force,  and  to  prevent  and  restrain  any  person  from  violating, 

2  the  provisions  of  this  Act  or  of  any  order  or  regulation  made 

3  or  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act.  If  and  when  the  Secretary 

4  shall  so  request,  it  shall  he  the  duty  of  the  several  district 

5  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their  respective  districts, 

6  to  institute  proceedings  to  enforce  the  remedies  and  to  collect 

7  the  penalties  and  forfeitures  provided  for  in  this  Act.  The 

8  remedies  provided  for  in  this  Act  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and 

9  not  exclusive  of,  any  of  the  remedies  or  penalties  existing  at 

10  law  or  in  equity. 

11  Sec.  405.  Any  person  who  knowingly  violates,  or  at- 

12  tempts  to  violate,  or  who  knowingly  participates  or  aids 

13  in  the  violation  of,  any  of  the  provisions  of  section  209,  or 

14  any  person  who  brings  or  imports  into  the  continental  United 

15  States  direct-consumption  sugar  after  the  quantities  specified 

16  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United 

17  States  the  sum  equal  to  three  times  the  market  value,  at 

18  the  time  of  the  commission  of  any  such  act,  (a)  of  that 

19  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  by  which  any  quota,  pro- 

20  ration,  or  allotment  is  exceeded,  or  (b)  of  that  quantity 

21  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States  after 

22  the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  which 

23  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the 

24  name  of  the  United  States. 

25  Sec.  406.  All  persons  engaged  in  the  manufacturing, 
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1  marketing,  or  transportation  or  industrial  use  of  sugar  or 

2  liquid  sugar,  and  having  information  which  the  Secretary 

3  deems  necessary  to  enable  him  to  administer  the  provisions 

4  of  this  Act,  shall,  upon  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  fur- 

5  nish  him  with  such  information.  Any  person  willfully  fail- 

6  ing  or  refusing  to  furnish  such  information  or  furnishing 

<  _ 

7  willfully  any  false  information,  shall  upon  conviction  be 

8  subject  to  a  penalty  of  not  more  than  $1,000  for  each  such 

9  violation. 

10  Sec.  407.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in  any  official 

11  capacity  in  the  administration  of  this  Act,  invest  or  speculate 

12  -  in  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  contracts  relating  thereto,  or  the 

13  stock  or  membership  interests  of  any  association  or  corpora- 

14  tion  engaged  in  the  production  or  manufacturing  of  sugar 

15  or  liquid  sugar.  Any  person  violating  this  section  shall 

16  upon  conviction  thereof  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or 

17  imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

18  Sec.  408.  Whenever  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 

19  Act  the  President  finds  and  proclaims  that  a  national  eco- 

20  nomic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or 

21  liquid  sugar,  he  shall  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation, 

22  except  as  provided  in  section  207  of  this  Act,  of  all  the  pro- 

23  visions  of  title  II  above,  and,  thereafter,  the  operation  of  such 

24  title  shall  continue  in  suspense  until  the  President  finds  and 

25  proclaims  that  the  facts  which  occasioned  such  suspension  no 
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1  longer  exist.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  investigations 

2  and  reports  thereon  to  the  President  as  may  be  necessary  to 

3  aid  him  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

4  Sec.  409.  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 

5  action  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  he 
0  is  authorized,  if  first  requested  by  individuals  or  associations 

7  constituting  or  representing  a  substantial  proportion  of  the 

8  persons  affected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar-produc- 

9  ing  areas,  to  make  for  such  area  surveys  and  investigations  to 

10  the  extent  he  deems  necessary,  including  the  holding  of  public 

11  hearings,  and  to  make  recommendations  with  respect  to  (a) 

12  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  the  producers 

13  and  processors  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area  and 

11  (b)  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  laborers 

lb  and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area.  In 
10  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  information  shall 
17  not  be  made  public  with  respect  to  the  individual  operations 
10  of  any  processor,  producer,  or  laborer. 

19  Sec.  410.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  conduct  sur- 

20  veys,  investigations,  and  research  relating  to  the  conditions 

21  and  factors  affecting  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 

22  effectively  the  purposes  of  this  Act  and  for  the  benefit  of 
22  agriculture  generally  in  any  area.  Notwithstanding  any 
21  provision  of  existing  law,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make 
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public  such  information  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  411.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under 
this  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1952,  except 
that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 
title  III  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1952  and 
previous  crop  years. 

Sec.  412.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  where  an 
earlier  effective  date  is  provided  for  herein,  shall  become 
effective  January  1,  1948.  As  provided  in  section  513  of 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary 
under  that  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1947,  except 
that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 
title  III  of  that  Act  under  programs  thereunder  applicable 
to  the  crop  year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 

TITLE  V— AMENDMENTS  TO  TEE  INTERNAL 

REVENUE  CODE 

Sec.  501.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3507  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  (relating  to  the  definition  of  “manu¬ 
factured  sugar”)  is  amended  by  inserting  in  the  parenthesis 
after  the  word  “added”  therein  the  following:  “or  developed 
in  the  product”. 

(b)  Section  3508  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  (relat¬ 
ing  to  termination  of  taxes)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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“SEC.  3508.  TERMINATION  OF  TAXES. 

“No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  on  the 
manufacture,  use,  or  importation  of  sugar  or  articles  com¬ 
posed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  after  June  30,  1953.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  3490  or  3500,  no  tax 
shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  with  respect  to  unsold 
sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  on  June  30,  1953,  or-  with 
respect  to  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar 

held  in  customs  custody  or  control  on  such  date. 

•  • 

With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief 
value  of  sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed  under  section  3500 
has  been  paid  and  which,  on  June  30,  1953,  are  held  by  the 
importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other  disposition,  there 
shall  be  refunded  (without  interest)  to  such  importer,  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  regulations  as  may  he  prescribed  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Customs  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar 
or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar.” 

(c)  The  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
provided  for  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  upon  the 
first  day  of  the  second  month  following  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 
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FLOOD  COHTBOL;  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  The  Expenditure s  in  the  Executive  Departments 
Committee  reported  with  amendment  ,S.  1515,  to  make  surplus  property  available 
for  the  alleviation  of  damage  caused. /by  flood  or  other  catastrophe  (S. Rep t, 

,435)  (p.  0U00) . 

l4;  FEDERAL  AID  TO  EDUCATION.  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  reported  with 
amendment  S.  472,  to  authorize  6he  appropriation  of  funds  to  assist  the  States 
and  territories  in  financing  a  minimum  foundation  education  program /of  public 
elementary  and  secondary  schools,  and  in  rqduci-ng  -the  inequalities  of  educa¬ 
tional  opportunities  through  public  elementary  and  secondary  schools,  and  for 
the  gener:a^L  welfare  (S.Rept.  425)  (p»  S4oo) . 

15*  -AUDITING-.  .  Received  the  G-AO'  audit  report  of  the  Defense  Romes  Coloration  for 
the  fiscal  year  19  To  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments  Committee, 
(p.  2392). 


16. 


17- 


SUGAR.  Received  a  \ich.  Legislature  resolution  urging  increased  sugar  allot¬ 
ments  for  home  consumption  a nd  removal  of  all  sugar  controls  (pp.  2392“9)* 


ST.  LAURENCE  SEAWAY, 
jeet  (p.  S399). 


Received  a  Wis.  Legislature  ^solution  favoring  this  pro- 
12.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  July  \(p.  G49l). 

mm. 

19.  SUGAR.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  R.R.  4075>  the  pro¬ 

posed  Sugar  Act  of.  1942  (H.Rept.  79§)  (p.  S372)* 

The  Daily  Digest  states  that  this  bill  will  be  considered  on  the  floor 
Thurs.,  July  10  (p.  D4S6). 

*"i  ■  1 1  _  .  1——  11  ■  — — ■  i  »'■  111  — — — 1 — — ■ — — — — 

20.  LANDS.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries'  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
/.  R.R..  3043,  to  transfer  the  Crab/Orchard  Crqek  Land  Utilization  project,  Ill., 

to  Interior  Department  for  us  c/as  a  wildlirte  management  area  (H.Rept.  790)  (p. 
2372).  7 


21.  STATE,  JUSTICE,  COMMERCE,  JffiD  JUDICIARY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  19 4S.  Both  Houses 

agreed  to  the  conference/r eport  on  this  bill,  H.RV  33H»  and  to  the  amendments 
in  disagreement  (pp.  2%9“53,  o405“6).  The  amount \f or  cooperation  with  Latin 
America  was  set  at  $3/900,000  by  the  conferees  (House  figure,  $3,000,000;  Sen¬ 
ate,  figure,  $4, 300,000) .  This  bill  will  how  be  sent  V  the  President-. 

22.  SOIL  CONSERVAT IONVfARM  L0A1TS.  The  Agriculture  Committee^ ordered*  reported 
S.  512,  to  extej/fd  the  Sqs,  ACP,  and  FhA  programs  to  the  Virgin  Islands  (p.E4s4). 


23.  PLAITT  QJARANTIflE..  The  .Agriculture  Committee  ordered"'  reported,  S.  332,  to  auth¬ 

orize  the  S/cretary  of  Agriculture  to  limit  the  entry  of  nursery  stock  from  for 
eign  countries  to  that,  needed  for  propagation  purposes  in  order Nto  protect 
American/interests  from  insects  and  plant  diseases,  and  authorize''. the  Secretary 
to  require  such- stock  to  be  grown  in  post-entry  quarantine  (p.  U4S^ 

24.  NATIOJJAl  FORESTS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered*  reported  H.R.  1209, to  fac¬ 
ilitate  the  use  and  occupancy  of  national-forest  lands  by  authorizing  tjae  Sec¬ 
retary  to  grant  long-term  occupancy  permits  for  summer  homes, hotels, etc.\  for 

wider  variety  of  purposes,  and  by  extending  tho  acreage  limitation  fronS5  to 
D  acres  (p.  D4S4). 

*  Copies  of  these  bills  and  reports  will  not'  be  available  until  the  bills  ar< 
actually  reported,  when  this  Digest  will  include  statements  to  that  effect. 


ALCOHOL;  3PA3H  PRODUCTS.  Rq?V  Curtis,  Hebr . ,  spoke  in  favor  of '  cor^flnu- 
in^spur  plants  for  the  manufacture  of  "farm-produced  synthetic  yah b c r  Jr  c xp a n d- 
ing  mhs^cets  for  alcohol  produced  fron  farm  products,  and  di scussed^fmir  propos¬ 
als  for overcoming  the  price-disadvantage  problem  (up.  S355~6o)j 

WAR  poms.  ThN«Judiciayp  Coamittce  ordered*  reported > v/ith/m enchient s  S.J.Res. 
123,  to  declare  •  tfS^tcrmi  nation.  of  certain  emergency  aj^var  powers  (p.  D485). 

LAUDS.  The  Public  LandsS^b  committee  ordered*  repaved' to  the  full  committee 
H.R.  1330,  to  abolish  the  Jjsqkson"Hclc  ^ationalfTOonument  (p.  D4o5). 


*  Copies  of  these  bills  and  repbsjts  will 
actually  reported,  "when  this  Digesbswi] 


be  available  until  the  bill_§  are 
include  statements  to-  that  "effect . 


29. 


GC'rERUMEUT  PROPAGANDA.  Rep.  Millopr  ^onn^ycriticized  propaganda  in  connection 
with  three  newspaper  articles 'Q^u'b lie  ut -nfriti o s ,  which  he  inserted  and  which 
he  said. made  "plain  inpl  ic  MRron. .  .that  ..  .thesS^commit  tec  had  reached  -a  con¬ 
clusion  even  before  hearwdg  the  testimony  in  opposition  to  the  proposals"  (pp. 

C361-3). 

TAXATION.  The  and  Means  Committee  resorted  without  am^iiSn-cnt  H.R.  3950 » 


the  individuajr  income  tax-reduction  bill  which' would  become  ci 

1948  (p. 


active  Jan.  1, 


RESEARCH;  INPOPMAT I01T.  Rep.  Shafer,  Mich.,  called  attention  to  a  Depart^nt 
'ess  ’release  on  clothing  stains  that  may  come  from  scorched  ironing-boarcS^v- 
’ers,  and  stated  "I  would  be  very  much  interested  to  knowhow  many  people  the 
United  States  Department  ojf  Agriculture  has  had  to  keep  on  its  pay  roll  in  or¬ 
der  to  discover  this  important  fact  and  to  convey  it  to  the  public"  (p.  8370). 


BILLS  IlHRODtJCSD 


31.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  July  7  (p.  8372).  The  Daily  Digest  lists  the.  following. 

‘  program  for  this  week:  Mon.,'  consent  calendar  and  consideration  of  bills  under 
suspension  of  the  rules;  Income-tax  mlucl  iir;r  bill1;  Vftjdv *d>.'6.',P,fTTyTu;ji,jiam 

t-ion  Pi'll" ■  o-m*  oneooooioa  ;  Thurs.»,  H.R.  4d75»  proposed  Sugar 

Act  of  194.9 :  and  ^ri.  and  Sat.',  emulovccs1  loyalty,  National  Science-  -Foundation, 
r'cpead  of  energcncy  .ancr'warl"plowersltwSiFT!aTipn?f!M?!!T^?S,^R^^fSy!^yi?PlirfffPCTr^11^ 
V  bill  (p.  DU3S).  ....  ,  .  .  :  ■■ 


32.  HATER  UT TldteAT ION.  H»J..Ros»  2 29*  by  Rep.  Sheppard  (Ca.lif.),  H.J.RptfC'  226,  by 
Rep.  Phillips  \'6hl if . ) ,  and  S.J.Res .  by.  Sen,  McCarran  (U^ar^Tfor  himself 

and  otherst  to- -aut&b^ze  commencement  of  an  option  by  thej #?*£»  to.  determine  in¬ 
terstate  water  rights  dXpthe  Colorado  River,  To  House^mdic ia.ry  Committee. 

.  Senate  measure  not  refer  red- J;o  committee.-  (pp.  .8-373)  *  Remarks  of  Sen. 

McCarran  (pp.  o400-l). 


ITEMS  III 


33*  PRICES;  ’ MEAT  SHORTAGE.  Speech  Laythe  House  bjr  'R-ep.  Murray,  U is.,  analyzing  the 
meat ‘situation,  giving  ref^RiT  for  shortages  .and  n^ghprices ,  amid  pointing  out 
USDA^s  part  in  the  resppafsibility  for  the  present  mea£  '^itu  at  ion  (pp-.A5534~*4)  • 


34.-  APPROPRIATIONS.  ^£f>eech  in- the  House  by  Rep.  McCormack,  -Mas s.  ,  raizing  ap— 

•  projjriatidn^r^mictions  -which  would  cause  a  loss  in  revenue ! and. ifaa’Lujje  of  ser¬ 
vice  to^rSmcrs,  particularly  soil  conservation,  Xu.  A3516). 

•^ep.  Price,  Ill.,  inserted  a  St.  Lo^is  Post- Dispatch  editorial  critic*^: 
^^Spropriation  reductions  (pp,  A353l)» 


80th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  f  Report 

1st  Session  j  t  No.  796 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


July  3,  1947. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Hope,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  4075] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  4075)  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States,  with 
the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign 
countries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugars  and  of  those 
engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry;  to  promote  the 
export  trade  of  the  United  States;  and  for  other  purposes,  having 
considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it 
do  pass. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

The  accompanying  bill  would,  in  effect,  reenact  with  certain  changes 
i  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  which  would  otherwise  terminate 
on  December  31,  1947.  This  bill,  except  where  otherwise  provided, 
would  become  effective  January  1,  1948,  and  continue  in  effect  for  a 
period  of  5  years  ending  December  31,  1952.  The  tax  with  respect  to 
sugar,  originally  provided  for  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  and  now  in¬ 
cluded  as  a  part  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  would  also  be  extended 
for  a  period  of  5  years  to  July  1,  1953.  Like  its  predecessors,  the 
Jones-Costigan  Sugar  Act  of  1934  and  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  bill 
has  as  its  primary  objective  the  stabilization  of  the  sugar  producing, 
refining,  and  importing  industries.  This  over-all  objective  would  be 
effectuated  through  the  establishment  and  use  of  quotas  under  which 
the  United  States  market  would  be  divided  among  the  various 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas  and  certain  foreign  sugar-producing 
areas  which  have  historically  supplied  the  domestic  market.  As  a 
means  of  implementing  the  sugar  quotas  authorized  to  be  established, 
provision  is  made  for  making  payments  to  domestic  producers  of 
sugar  beets  and  sugarcane.  A  further  implementing  provision  is  the 
continuation  of  the  excise  tax  on  sugar  manufactured  in  the  United 

H.  Rept.  790,  80-1 - 1 


2 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


States  which  is  designed  to  provide  sufficient  revenue  to  equal  the 
amount  of  the  payments  made  to  producers.  In  administering  the 
provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  and  in  the  establishment  of  quotas 
thereunder,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  subject  to  the  over-all 
mandate  of  protecting  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those  engaged 
in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  assuring  a  supply  of  sugar  at  prices 
which  will  not  be  excessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and 
equitably  maintain  and  protect  the  sugar  industry  of  the  United  States. 

It  has  been  recognized  for  some  time  by  people  interested  in  sugar 
that  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  would  not  be  adequate  should 
the  reimposition  of  quotas  become  necessary  because  of  certain 
conditions  affecting  the  production  and  distribution  of  sugar  which 
have  been  brought  about  by  the  war. 

Under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  is  required  to  lie  allotted  to  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba.  This  provision  of  law,  which  was  included  at  a  time  when  ' 
it  was  never  contemplated  that  any  Philippine  deficit  woidd  be  other 
than  a  nominal  one,  makes  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  unworkable  in  view  of 
the  present  situation,  where  for  the  next  few  years  the  probability  is  that 
the  Philippine  deficits  will  be  substantial.  During  the  war  the  supply 
of  sugar  from  the  Philippines  was  cut  off  entirely  and  greatly  increased 
supplies  were  obtained  from  Cuba  with  the  result  that  during  this 
period  Cuban  production  was  greatly  expanded.  By  permitting 
Cuba  to  supply  the  principal  portion  of  the  Philippine  deficit  at  a  time 
when  its  production  is  at  an  all-time  high  will,  in  effect,  substantially 
continue  the  pattern  established  during  the  war  and  enable  Cuba  to 
gradually  adjust  its  production  downward  to  a  sound  level  with  a 
minimum  of  economic  disruption. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  this  bill  is  a  short-term  measure 
designed  to  meet  postwar  adjustment  problems  in  the  production  and 
distribution  of  sugar.  For  example,  provision  has  been  made  for 
allotting  to  Cuba  almost  the  entire  deficit  anticipated  in  the  Philippine 
quota.  Domestic  areas  have  been  given  fixed  quotas  rather  than 
percentage  quotas  for  a  temporary  period  of  5  years,  which  period  is 
believed  to  be  of  sufficient  duration  to  enable  necessary  postwar 
adjustments  to  be  made  in  the  foreign  areas  supplying  the  United 
States  sugar  market.  The  committee  believes  that  it  should  be 
made  abundantly  clear  that  the  distribution  of  the  American  sugar 
market  among  the  producers  of  the  United  States  and  foreign  countries 
and  the  provision  for  the  establishment  of  quotas  for  the  ensuing  5 
years  on  the  basis  provided  for  in  this  bill  is  not  intended  to  establish, 
and  should  not  be  construed  as  establishing,  a  permanent  production 
and  distribution  pattern  nor  as  waiving  American  producers’  rights  to 
such  portions  of  the  American  market  as  they  can  supply  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  5-year  period  covered  by  the  bill.  On  the  contrary, 
it  should  be  emphasized  that  this  bill  is  designed  to  meet  the  problems 
ol  the  temporary  postwar  transition  period  and  is  not  to  be  regarded 
as  the  establishment  of  long-time  national  sugar  policy. 

MAJOR  CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

Consumption  estimate 

Section  201  would  modify  the  method  of  estimating  the  quantity 
of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirement  of  consumers  in  the  conti- 
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nental  United  States.  The  Sugar  Act  of  1937  provides  that  the  esti¬ 
mate  of  consumption  requirements  shall  afford  an  annual  supply  to 
consumers,  on  a  per  capita  basis,  in  an  amount  not  less  than  the  average 
per  capita  consumption  during  the  2-year  period  1937-38,  which 
amounted  to  102.6  pounds.  This  per  capita  standard  is  omitted  from 
the  bill  and  there  is  provided  a  provision  directing  the  Secretary  in 
making  consumption  estimates  to  take  into  consideration  certain 
standards  with  a  view  to  providing  a  supply  of  sugar  which  will  be 
consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessive  to  consumers  and  which 
will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and  protect  the  welfare  of  the 
domestic  sugar  industry.  The  standards  to  be  taken  into  considera¬ 
tion  include  the  level  of  consumption  during  the  preceding  year,  any 
deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of  sugar,  changes  in  population 
and  demand  conditions,  the  level  and  trend  of  consumers’  purchasing 
power,  and  the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  re¬ 
fined  sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  as 
comparer)  with  the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for 
refined  sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States 
obtaining  during  1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price  control  on 
sugar.  Under  this  section  the  Secretary  is  not  required  to  limit  his 
estimate  of  consumption  requirements  to  any  one  of  the  factors 
enumerated.  He  is  merely  required  to  take  such  factors  into  consid¬ 
eration  before  he  makes  his  determination.  The  over-all  or  controlling 
guide  is  the  provision  which  requires  the  establishment  of  a  supply  of 
sugar  which  will  be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessi  ve  to 
consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and  protect 
the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry. 

In  rewriting  section  201  to  incorporate  additional  standards  to  be 
considered  by  the  Secretary  in  estimating  consumption  requirements 
the  word  “average”  was  omitted  which  formerly  preceded  and  modified 
the  word  “prices”  in  line  8,  page  6,  of  the  bill  and  the  words  “as  a 
whole”  were  omitted  which  formerly  followed  and  modified  the  words 
“domestic  sugar  industry”  appearing  in  lines  10  and  11  on  page  6  of 
the  bill.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that  such  omissions 
are  not  to  be  construed  as  altering  the  interpretations  heretofore 
placed  upon  such  words  or  phrases  or  as  warranting  a  new  interpreta¬ 
tion  different  from  that  placed  upon  such. words  and  phrases  as  they 
appeared  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  This  is  in  accord  with  the  inter¬ 
pretation  placed  upon  the  language  of  the  bill  by  the  representatives 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  who  appeared  before  the  committee. 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF  QUOTAS 

Section  202  of  the  bill  makes  important  changes  in  sugar  quotas 
from  those  found  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  Under  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1937,  the  quotas  for  all  sugar-producing  areas  both  domestic  and 
foreign  are  based  upon  percentages  of  the  estimate  of  consumption 
requirements  so  that  annual  quotas  vary  depending  upon  the  amount 
of  such  estimate.  Section  202  of  the  bill  establishes  fixed  quotas  for 
domestic  producing  areas  totaling  4,268,000  short  tons  raw  value. 
It  also  establishes  a  quota  of  952,000  short  tons  of  sugar  (irrespective 
of  polarization)  as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade 
Act  of  1946.  The  difference  between  the  fixed  amounts  for  the 
domestic  producing  areas  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  and 
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the  estimate  of  consumption  requirements  is  apportioned  to  Cuba  and 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
on  the  basis  of  the  same  percentage  ratios  as  are  now  provided  in  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937,  namely,  98.64  percent  to  Cuba  and  1.36  percent  to 
full-duty  countries. 

Section  202  (d)  guarantees  for  Cuba  a  minimum  quota  after  reallot¬ 
ment  of  deficits,  equivalent  to  the  share  (28.6  percent)  of  the  total 
estimate  of  consumption  provided  for  Cuba  in  section  202  (b)  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937.  Under  this  provision,  whenever  Cuba’s  share 
under  the  quota  system  set  forth  in  this  bill  woidd  otherwise  fall  be¬ 
low  28.6  percent,  the  quotas  for  domestic  producing  areas  would  be 
reduced  on  a  pro  rata  basis  by  the  amount  necessary  to  provide  a 
quota  for  Cuba  of  28.6  percent.  The  committee  believes  it  likely 
that,  the  consumption  of  sugar  in  this  country  during  the  next  5  years 
will  be  at  a  sufficiently  high  level  so  that  Cuba’s  quota  will  exceed  28.6 
percent  of  the  consumption  requirements  and  that  no  revision  of  the 
specific  quotas  established  for  domestic  producing  areas  will  have  to 
be  made. 

Section  202  (e)  is  a  new  provision  under  which  the  Secretary,  is 
authorized  to  withhold  or  withdraw  any  increase  in  the  quota  for 
any  foreign  country  over  that  provided  for  such  country  under  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937  upon  a  finding  and  notification  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  that  such  country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to 
nationals  of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry. 
In  the  event  that  any  quota,  or  any  portion  thereof,  is  withheld  or 
withdrawn  pursuant  to  this  section  the  amounts  so  withdrawn  are  to 
be  allocated  proportionately  among  the  domestic  producing  areas, 
and  if  the  domestic  areas  are  unable  to  fulfill  such  amounts  so  allotted 
then  the  amounts  unfilled  may  be  allotted  by  the  Secretary  to  foreign 
coma  tries  which  do  not  deny  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  nationals 
of  the  United  States. 

It  has  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  committee  that  there 
have  been  instances  where  nationals  of  the  United  States  have  been 
unable  to  collect  pecuniary  claims  from  foreign  governments  not¬ 
withstanding  the  fact  that,  in  many  instances,  the  validity  of  such 
claims  has  been  acknowledged  by,  or  adjudicated  in  the  coui'ts  of, 
such  foreign  countries. 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  committee  that  the  nonpayment  of  valid  claims 
which  have  been  adjudicated  or  acknowledged  by  foreign  countries 
shall  constitute  unfair  or  inequitable  treatment  within  the  meaning  of 
section  202  (e).  Representatives  of  the  State  Department  appearing 
before  the  committee  concurred  in  this  construction  of  the  language  of 
section  202  (e). 

PRORATION  OF  AREA  DEFICITS 

Section  204  of  the  bill  would  change  the  provision  of  the  present 
law  with  respect  to  the  allocation  of  any  Philippine  deficit  by  providing 
for  the  allocation  of  such  deficit  to  Cuba  and  full-duty  countries,  with 
95  percent  of  such  deficit  allotted  to  Cuba  and  the  balance  of  5  percent 
to  full-duty  countries.  Under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  entire 
Philippine  deficit  is  reallotted  to  full-duty  countries.  The  deficits  in 
the  Philippine  quota  were  relatively  small  prior  to  the  war  as  compared 
with  expected  substantial  deficits  "during  the  next  few  years. 

Section  204  also  provides  that  in  the  event  the  quota  for  Cuba,  after 
reallotment  of  deficits,  would  fall  below  28.6  percent,  except  for  the 
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provisions  of  section  202  (d)  described  above.  The  proration  to  full- 
duty  countries  would  be  1.36  percent  instead  of  5  percent,  and  the 
proration  to  Cuba  would  be  98.64  percent  instead  of  95  percent. 
The  Philippine  deficit  would  be  prorated  on  this  revised  basis  before 
application  of  section  202  (d)  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  Cuban 
quota  at  not  less  than  28.6  percent. 

The  deficit  in  any  domestic  area,  as  in  the  1937  act,  is  shared  by 
the  remaining  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  proportionately  to  the  quotas 
in  effect. 

CONDITIONAL  PAYMENTS 

Section  301  of  the  bill  specifies  the  conditions  which  a  grower  must 
meet  in  order  to  be  eligible  to  receive  full  payments  under  the  act. 
These  conditions  are  (1)  that  growers  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
shall  not  employ  child  labor  (except  members  of  their  immediate 
families),  and  (2)  that  growers  shall  not  market  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  shares  (in  terms  of  acreage  allot¬ 
ments,  weight,  or  recoverable  sugar  content)  established  by  the 
Secretary  for  their  respective  farms. 

Under  section  409  of  the  bill,  the  Secretary  is  authorized,  if  first 
requested  by  individuals  or  associations  constituting  or  representing 
a  substantial  proportion  of  the  persons  affected  in  any  one  of  the  five 
domestic-sugar  producing  areas,  to  make  recommendations  with 
respect  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  producers 
and  processors  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between 
laborers  and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane.  The  provisions 
of  section  409  are  similar  to  the  provisions  of  section  511  of  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1937  except  that  under  section  409  the  Secretary  may  not 
make  recommendations  unless  he  is  first  requested  to  do  so  by  a 
substantial  proportion  of  the  persons  affected  in  any  one  of  the  five 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas  and  any  such  recommendations  must 
be  made  on  an  area-wide  basis. 

EXPLANATION  OF  THE  BILL 

Definitions 

Title  I  contains  definitions  applicable  to  the  entire  bill  except  title  V. 
Title  V  contains  proposed  amendments  to  the  provisions  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  relating  to  taxes  on  sugar,  and  separate  definitions  for 
tax  purposes  are  found  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code.  The  only 
change  in  the  definitions  in  Title  I  is  in  subsection  (f)  of  section  101, 
the  definition  of  ‘‘liquid  sugar.”  In  the  present  law  “liquid  sugar” 
means — 

any  sugars  (exclusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice  produced  from  sugarcane  grown  in 
continental  United  States)  which  are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure  and 
which  contain,  or  which  are  to  be  used  for  the  production  of  any  sugars  principally 
not  of  crystalline  structure  which  contain,  soluble  nonsugar  solids  (excluding  any 
foreign  substances  that  may  have  been  added)  equal  to  6  per  centum  or  less  of 
the  total  soluble  solids. 

The  definition  is  changed  by  the  bill  so  that  the  second  parenthetical 
clause  in  the  definition  would  read  “(excluding  any  foreign  substances 
that  may  have  been  added  or  developed  in  the  product).”  The 
definition  as  changed  will  not  bring  within  its  terms  any  new  or 
different  type  of  sugar  product.  The  purpose  is  to  include  certain 
sugars  which  properly  belong  within  the  definition  but  which  have 
not  been  covered  by  the  definition  because  there  has  been  artificially 
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developed  in  the  product  additional  soluble  nonsugar  solids  sufficient 
to  make  the  total  soluble  solids  of  the  product  in  excess  of  6  per 
centum. 

Quota  provisions 

Title  II  contains  the  quota  provisions.  The  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  authorized  under  section  201  to  determine  the  requirements 
of  consumers  for  each  calendar  year  on  the  basis  of  the  standards 
specified  therein.  In  making  his  determinations  the  Secretary  is 
directed  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those  engaged  in 
the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry  by  providing  a  quantity  of 
sugar  which  will  be  consumed  at  prices  fair  to  both  consumers  and  the 
domestic  sugar  industry. 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  under  section  202  of  the  bill  to  establish 
quotas  for  the  various  domestic  areas  and  for  foreign  countries.  The 
quotas  to  be  established  for  domestic  areas  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  are  set  out  in  section  202  in  specific  amounts.  The 
quotas  for  domestic  areas  are  to  be  established  by  apportioning 
among  such  areas  4,268,000  short  tons  of  sugar,  raw  value,  as  follows:  I 


Short  tons, 

Area:  raw  va>Mt 

Domestic  beet  sugar _ _  1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar _ ' _  500,  000 

Hawaii _ _ _  1,052,000 

Puerto  Rico _ _  910,  000 

Virgin  Islands _ _ _  6,  000 


The  quota  for  the  Philippines  is  952,000  tons  of  sugar  (irrespective 
of  polarization)  which  corresponds  to  the  quota  for  that  area  set 
forth  in  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1936.  The  remainder  of  the 
consumption  requirements  is  to  be  apportioned  (1)  to  Cuba  and 
(2)  to  other  foreign  countries  on  the  basis  of  the  division  between 
such  countries  specified  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  Section  202 
further  provides  that  if  the  quota  established  for  Cuba,  including 
deficits  allotted  or  prorated  under  section  204,  should  be  a  smaller 
proportion  of  the  consumption  estimate  than  the  quota  which  would 
have  been  established  for  Cuba  under  such  estimate  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  202  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  quotas  for  the 
domestic  areas  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  by  such  amounts  as  are 
necessary  to  provide  Cuba  with  such  minimum  quota.  The  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  withhold  from  any  foreign  country 
any.  increase  which  this  bill  would  provide  for  such  country  over 
the  quota  which  it  would  have  obtained  under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937, 
if  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  and  notifies  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
that  such  country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  nationals 
of  this  country,  or  discriminates  against  the  commerce,  navigation, 
or  industry  of  the  United  States.  In  the  event  that  any  amount  of 
sugar  is  withheld  or  withdrawn  under  this  section  such  amount  of 
sugar  so  withheld  or  withdrawn  is  to  be  prorated  to  domestic  areas 
proportionately  on  the  basis  of  existing  quotas  and  if  any  portion  of 
such  amount  of  sugar  cannot  be  supplied  by  domestic  areas  the 
Secretary  may  prorate  such  deficits  to  foreign  countries.  Section 
203  continues  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  determine  quotas 
for  local  consumption  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  and  in  Puerto  Rico. 
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Proration  of  deficits 

The  bill  provides  that  the  Secretary  shall,  from  time  to  time,  de¬ 
termine  whether  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 
or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area.  If  the 
Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area  or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to  fill 
its  quota,  section  204  directs  that  such  deficit  shall  be  prorated  to 
other  such  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect,  with  the 
proviso  that  Cuba  shall  receive  the  full  amount  of  the  deficit  of  any 
domestic  area  when  the  outstanding  determination  of  consumption 
requirements  under  section  201  of  the  act  is  less  than  7,000,000  short 
tons,  raw  value.  Section  204  further  provides  that  any  deficit  in  the 
quota  for  the  Republic  of  the-  Philippines  shall  be  allotted  to  Cuba 
and  full-duty  countries  in  the  ratio  of  95  and  5  percent,  respectively, 
except  that,  whenever  the  quota  for  Cuba  established  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  other  than  section  202  (d)  is  less  than  the  amount 
required  by  the  provisions  of  that  section,  the  deficit  shall  be  allotted 
to  Cuba  and  full-duty  countries  in  the  ratio  of  98.64  and  1.36  per¬ 
cent,  respectively.  Any  unfilled  portion  of  the  proration  to  any  full- 
duty  country,  as  of  September  1  of  any  year,  is  to  be  allotted  to  other 
full-duty  countries.  Section  205  of  the  bill  authorizes  the  Secretary 
to  allot  the  quota  for  any  area  on  the  basis  of  standards  specified 
therein. 

Establishment  of  quotas  for  1 9/+8 

Section  206  of  the  bill  provides  that  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
sections  207  and  408  relating  to  the  suspension  of  quotas,  sugar  quotas 
shall  be  established  pursuant  to  this  act  for  the  calendar  year  of  1948 
within  10  days  after  January  1,  1948.  Under  provisions  of  sections 
207  and  408  of  the  bill  the  President  is  authorized  to  suspend  quotas 
whenever  he  finds  and  proclaims  that  a  national  economic  or  other 
emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

Direct-consumption  quotas 

Section  207  continues  the  provisions  of  the  1937  act  with  respect  to 
the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  which  may  be  imported  or 
brought  into  the  continental  United  States  except  the  direct-consump¬ 
tion  portion  of  the  quota  for  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  is  set  at 
56,000  short  tons  of  sugar  (irrespective  of  polarization)  as  provided 
in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946. 

The  amounts  of  direct-consumption  sugar  which  may  be  brought 
into  the  continental  United  States  from  areas  other  than  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  are  as  follows: 

■*  Short  tons. 


Area :  raw  value 

Hawaii _ _ _  29,  616 

Puerto  Rico _  126,  033 

Virgin  Islands,' _  0 

Cuba _  375,000 


This  section  further  provides  that  these  direct-consumption  portions 
of  the  quotas  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  by  the  President, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  408,  unless  the  President  specifi¬ 
cally  finds  and  proclaims  that  an  emergency  exists  with  respect  to 
sugar  which  requires  their  suspension. 
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Conditional-payment  provisions 

Title  III  contains  the  conditional-payment  provisions  of  the  bill. 
Section  301  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  make  payments  to  producers 
who  do  not  employ  child  labor  (except  members  of  their  immediate 
families)  and  who  do  not  market  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  in  excess  of 
the  proportionate  shares  (acreage  allotments)  established  by  the 
Secretary  for  their  respective  farms.  Section  302  authorizes  the 
Secretary  to  establish  proportionate  shares  for  farms  in  each  of  the 
domestic  areas  in  terms  of  each  farm’s  fair  share  of  the  total  quantity 
of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to  be  processed  to  enable  the 
producing  area  to  meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal  carry-over 
inventory)  for  such  area.  The  proportionate  shares  (acreage  allot¬ 
ments)  for  farms  are  to  be  established  on  the  basis  of  past  production 
on  the  farm  and  ability  to  produce  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  thereon. 
In  view  of  the  differences  in  conditions  of  production  obtaining  in  the 
various  sugar-producing  areas,  the  committee  has  not  attempted  to 
specify  the  exact  manner  in  which  the  Secretary  shall  use  production 
history.  It  is  the  judgment  of  the  committee  that  considerable  dis¬ 
cretion  should  be  left  to  the  Secretary  to  deal  with  the  varied  and 
changing  conditions  in  the  various  producing  areas,  in  order  to  estab¬ 
lish  fair  and  equitable  proportionate  shares  for  farms  in  such  areas. 
The  bill  also  directs  the  Secretary  to  protect,  insofar  as  practicable,  the 
interests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the  interest  of 
tenants,  sharecroppers,  and  adherent  planters.  Section  303  con¬ 
tinues  the  provision  of  the  1937  act  with  respect  to  crop  deficiency  and 
abandonment  payments  which  afford  farmers  protection  in  the  case  of 
crop  losses  due  to  specified  weather  hazards. 

Section  304  provides  for  a  base  rate  of  payment  of  80  cents  per  100 
pounds  of  sugar,  and  for  reductions  in  this  base  rate  of  payment  for 
farms  producing  in  excess  of  350  tons  of  sugar.  The  reductions  in 
the  base  rate  of  payment  vary  from  5  cents  per  100  pounds  for  that 
portion  of  the  farm  production  between  350  and  700  tons  to  a  reduction 
of  50  cents  per  100  pounds  for  that  portion  of  the  production  in  excess 
of  30,000  tons.  This  provision  continues  the  policy  of  preferring  the 
small-size  farm  in  the  making  of  payments.  The  base  rate  of  payment 
and  the  rates  of  reductions  are  the  same  as  in  the  present  law. 

Local  committees 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  titles  II  and  III,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  utilize  the  service  of  local  committees  of  producers, 
State  and  county  agricultural  conservation  committees,  and  the 
Agricultural  Extension  Service  and  other  agencies,  and  to  prescribe 
that  all  or  part  of  the  expenses  of  such  committees  may  be  deducted 
from  the  payments. 

General  provisions 

Title  IV  of  the  bill  contains  general  provisions  applicable  to  the 
-entire  bill  except  title  V. 

Authorization  is  made  for  an  annual  appropriation  of  such  amounts 
as  the  Congress  determines  to  be  necessary  to  make  the  authorized 
payments  to  producers  and  to  administer  the  legislation.  The 
funds  made  available  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  ol  1937,  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal  year  of  1948 
are  also  made  available  under  this  bill  to  the  Secretary  for  the  purposes 
of  administering  the  provisions  of  this  act  during  the  fiscal  year  of  1948. 
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The  bases  and  considerations  underlying  determinations  by  the 
Secretary  in  connection  with  quotas  and  payments  are  required  to  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  along  with  such  determinations  (sec. 
403).  District  courts  are  given  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  provisions 
of  the  legislation  and  regidations  issued  thereunder  (sec.  404).  The 
Secretary  is  also  authorized  to  require  persons  who  manufacture, 
market,  transport,  or  make  industrial  use  of  sugar  to  furnish  such 
information  as  he  deems  to  be  necessary  to  administer  the  legislation 
(sec.  406).  Department  officials  are  prohibited  from  speculating  in 
sugar  or  sugar  companies’  securities  or  interests  (sec.  407). 

Suspension  of  quotas 

The  President  is  authorized  under  section  408,  upon  a  finding  that 
a  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar, 
to  suspend  quotas  established  under  title  II.  The  quotas  would  again 
become  operative  on  a  finding  by  the  President  that  the  facts  which 
constituted  the  emergency  no  longer  exist. 

Recommendations  as  to  fair  prices  and  wages 

Section  409  authorizes  the  Secretary,  when  he  determines  such 
action  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  legislation,  upon 
the  request  of  individuals  or  associations  constituting  or  representing 
a  substantial  portion  of  the  persons  affected,  to  make  such  surveys 
and  investigations  as  he  deems  necessary,  including  the  holding  of 
public  hearings,  and  to  make  recommendations,  with  respect  to  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  processors  and  producers 
of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  con¬ 
tracts  between  laborers  and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane. 
Such  recommendations  are  required  to  be  made  on  an  area-wide  basis 
with  respect  to  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar-producing  areas. 
In  administering  this  provision  the  Secretary  would  be  authorized  to 
obtain  information  under  the  provisions  of  section  406  which  provides 
for  the  furnishing  of  information  which  the  Secretary  deems  necessary 
to  enable  him  to  administer  all  the  provisions  of  the  act  including  the 
provisions  of  section  409  thereof.  The  Secretary,  however,  is  forbid¬ 
den  to  disclose  any  information  with  respect  to  the  individual  opera¬ 
tions  of  any  processor,  producer,  or  laborer. 

Effective  date 

Section  412  of  the  bill  provides  that  it  shall  become  effective  January 
1,  1948,  and  that  the  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1937  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1947,  except  that  the 
Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under  title  III  of  that 
act  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1947  and  previous 
crop  years. 

Amendments  to  taxes  relating  to  sugar 

Title  V  contains  certain  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
relating  to  taxes  on  sugar.  A  change  is  made  in  the  definition  of 
“manufactured  sugar”  to  conform  with  a  similar  change  made  by 
subsection  (f)  of  section  101  in  the  definition  of  “liquid  sugar”  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  provisions  of  the  bill  other  than  those  contained  in  title  V. 

The  termination  date  for  the  tax  on  sugar  is  extended  to  June  30, 
1953,  which  covers  a  period  of  5  years  from  the  present  termination 
date.  There  is  also  included  a  provision  providing  that  no  tax  shall 
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be  imposed  with  respect  to  unsold  sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  at 
the  time  of  the  termination  of  the  tax.  Similarly,  with  respect  to 
sugar  held  by  an  importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other  disposition 
at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  the  tax,  there  is  to  be  refunded  to 
such  importer  an  amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid.  The  purpose  of  this 
provision  is  to  eliminate  any  inequity  which  might  result  if  tax-paid 
sugar  had  to  be  marketed  in  competition  with  sugar  marketed  after 
termination  of  the  tax. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  paragraph  2a  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill 
are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed 
in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  in  italics,  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  Amended 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
-America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as 
of  £19371  1948”. 

Title  I — Definitions 

Sec.  101.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  except  title  £IV]  V — 

(a)  The  term  “person”  means  an  individual,  partnership,  corporation,  or 
association. 

(b)  The  term  “sugars”  means  any  grade  or  type  of  saccharine  product  derived 
from  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets,  which  contains  sucrose,  dextrose,  or  levulose. 

(c)  The  term  “sugar”  means  raw  sugar  or  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  the  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are  principally  of  crystalline 
structure  and  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality,  and  any 
sugars  which  are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure,  but  which  are  to  be 
further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality  to  produce  any  sugars  princi¬ 
pally  of  crystalline  quality  to  produce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline 
structure. 

(e)  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are  prin¬ 
cipally  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  are  not  to  be  further  refined  or  otherwise 
improved  in  quality. 

(f)  The  term  “liquid  sugar”  means  any  sugars  (exclusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice 
produced  from  sugarcane  grown  in  continental  United  States)  which  are  prin¬ 
cipally  not  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  contain,  or  which  are  to  be  used  for 
the  production  of  any  sugars  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure  which  contain, 
soluble  nonsugar  solids  (excluding  any  foreign  substances  that  may  been  have 
added  or  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to  6  per  centum  or  less  of  the  total  soluble 
solids. 

(g)  Sugars  in  dry  amorphous  form  shall  be  considered  to  be  principally  of 
crystalline  structure. 

(h)  The  “raw  value”  of  any  quantity  of  sugars  means  its  equivalent  in  terms 
of  ordinary  commercial  raw  sugar  testing  ninety-six  sugar  degrees  by  the  polari- 
scope,  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  to  be  issued  by  the  Secretary. 
The  principal  grades  and  types  of  sugar  and  liquid  sugar  shall  be  translated  into 
terms  of  raw  value  in  the  following  manner: 

(1)  For  direct-consumption  sugar,  derived  from  sugar  beets  and  testing  ninety- 
two  or  more  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of 
pounds  thereof  by  1.07. 

(2)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing  ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by 
the  polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  0.93. 

(3)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing  more  than  ninety-two  sugar 
degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  the 
figure  obtained  by  adding  to  0.93  the  result  of  multiplying  0.0175  by  the  number 
of  degrees  and  fractions  of  a  degree  of  polarization  above  ninety-two  degrees. 

(4)  F or  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  testing  less  than  ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by 
the  polariscope,  by  dividing  the  number  of  pounds  of  the  “total  sugar  content” 
thereof  by  0.972. 


United  States  of 
the  “Sugar  Act 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


11 


(5)  The  Secretary  may  establish  rates  for  translating  sugar  and  liquid  sugar 
into  terms  of  raw  value  for  (a)  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  not  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  foregoing  and  (b)  any  special  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  for  which  he  determines  that  the  raw  value  cannot  be  measured  adequately 
under  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1)  to  (4),  inclusive,  of  this  subsection  (h). 

(i)  The  term  “total  sugar  content”  means  the  sum  of  the  sucrose  (Clerget) 
and  reducing  or  invert  sugars  contained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar. 

(j)  The  term  “quota”,  depending  upon  the  context,  means  (1)  that  quantity 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental 
United  States,  for  consumption  therein,  during  any  calendar  year,  from  the 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Itico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  [the  Commonwealth  of 
the  Philippine  Islands]  or  a  foreign  country  or  group  of  foreign  countries;  (2) 
that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
grown  in  the  continental  United  States  which,  during  any  calendar  year,  may 
be  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  competition 
with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce;  or  (3)  that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be 
marketed  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  or  in  Puerto  Rico,  for  consumption  therein, 
during  any  calendar  year. 

(k)  The  term  “producer”  means  a  person  who  is  the  legal  owner,  at  the  time 
of  harvest  or  abandonment,  of  a  portion  or  all  of  a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(l)  The  terms  “including”  and  “include”  shall  not  be  deemed  to  exclude  any¬ 
thing  not  mentioned  but  otherwise  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  defined. 

(m)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Title  II — Quota  Provisions 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each  calendar  year,  beginning  with 
the  calendar  year  1948,  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
consumers  in  the  continental  United  States;  such  determinations  shall  be  made 
during  the  month  of  December  in  each  year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year  (in 
the  case  of  the  calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  days  thereof)  and  at  such  other 
times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  necessary  to  meet 
such  requirements.  In  making  such  determinations  the  Secretary  shall  use  as 
a  basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  , sugar  distributed  for  consumption,  as 
indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  during  the 
twelve-month  period  ending  October  31  next  preceding  the  calendar  year  for 
which  the  determination  is  being  made,  and  shall  make  allowances  for  a  deficiency 
or  surplus  in  inventories  of  sugar,  and  for  changes  in  consumption  because  of 
changes  in  population  and  demand  conditions ,  as  computed  from  statistics  published 
by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government;  [with  respect  to  inventories  of  sugar, 
population,  and  demand  conditions]  and,  in  order  that  [the  regulation  of  com¬ 
merce  provided  by  this  Act  shall  not  result  in  excessive  prices  to  consumers,  the 
Secretary  shall  make  such  additional  allowances  as  he  may  deem  necessary  in  the 
amount  of  sugar  determined  to  be  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers, 
so  that  the  supply  of  sugar  made  available  to  consumers  shall  not  result  in  average 
prices  to  consumers  in  excess  of  those  necessary  to  maintain  the  domestic  sugar 
industry  as  a  whole.  The  amount  of  such  additional  allowances  shall  not  be  less 
than  the  amount  required,  after  allowance  for  normal  carry-over,  to  give  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  continental  United  States  a  per  capita  consumption  equal  to  the 
average  of  the  two-year  period  1937-38.]  such  determinations  shall  bv  made  so  as 
to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar  industry 
by  providing  such  supply  of  sugar  as  will  be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be 
excessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and  protect  the 
welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry.  The  Secretary ,  in  making  any  such  determi¬ 
nation,  in  addition  to  the  consumption,  inventory,  population,  and  demand  factors 
above  specified  and  the  level  and  trend  of  consumer  purchasing  power,  shall  take  into 
consideration  the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  that 
would  result  from  such  determination  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States 
as  compared  with  the  relationship  behveen  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  and  the 
general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  obtaining  during  1947  prior  to  the  termina¬ 
tion  of  price  control  of  sugar  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’  Price  Index  as  published 
by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 
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Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  inade,  pursuant  to  section  201,  of  the 
amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers,  the  Secretary 
shall  establish  quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

.(a)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  by  [prorating]  apportioning  among 
such  areas  [55.59  per  centum  of  such  amount  of  sugar  but  not  less  than  3,715,000 
short  tons  on  the  following  basis]  4,868,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows': 


Area: 

Domestic  beet  sugar. 
Mainland  cane  sugar 

Hawaii _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Virgin  Islands _ 


[Per  centum] 

[41.  72] 
[11.  31] 
[25.  25] 
[21.  48] 

[  -24] 


Short  tons, 
raw  value 

l,  800,  000 
500,  000 
1,  052,  000 
910,  000 
6,  000 


(b)  [For  foreign  countries,  and  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Philippine  Islands, 
by  prorating  44.41  per  centum  of  such  amount  of  sugar  (except,  if  such  amount  of 
sugar  is  less  than  6,682,670  short  tons,  the  excess  of  such  amount  over  3,715,000 


short  tons)  on  the  following  basis: 

Area:  Per  centum 

Commonwealth  of  the  Philippine  Islands _ _  34.  70 

Cuba _  64.  41 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba _  .89 


In  no  case  shall  the  quota  for  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Philippine  Islands  be  less 
than  the  duty-free  quota  now  established  by  the  provisions  of  the  Philippine 
Independence  Act.]  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  the  amount  of  952,000 
short  tons  of  sugar  as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946. 

(c)  For  foreign  countries  (and)  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  by 
prorating  among  such  areas  an  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  equal  to  the  amount 
determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to 
subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  following  basis: 

Area:  Per  centum 

Cuba _ 1 _ 98.  64 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines __  1.  36 


The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  shall  be  prorated  among  such  countries  on  the  basis  of  the  division  of  the 
quota  for  such  countries  made  in  General  Sugar  Quota  Regulations,  Series  4, 
Number  1,  issued  December  12,  1936,  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act,  as  amended. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this  title  II,  in  the  event  the  quota 
established  for  Cuba,  including  any  and  all  deficits  allotted  or  prorated  to  Cuba 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  204  (a),  shall  be  a  smaller  proportion  of  the 
total  amount  of  sugar  which  the  Secretary  determines  is  needed  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  consumers  in  the  continental  United  States  pursuant  to  section  201  of  this 
Act,  than  the  quota  which  would  have  been  established  for  Cuba  upon  such  consump¬ 
tive  estimate  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  ( b )  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the 
quotas  for  domestic  sugar-producting  areas  established  pursuant  to  the  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title  II  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  by  such  amounts  as  are  required  to 
establish  such  quota  for  Cuba  and  the  amounts  by  which  such  domestic  sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  quotas  are  so  reduced  shall  be  added  to  the  quota  for  Cuba. 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign  country  denies  fair  and  equitable 
treatment  to^he  nadonals  of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry, 
and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  shall  have  authority  to  withhold  or  withdraw 
any  increase  in  the  share  of  the  domestic  consumption  requirements  provided  for  such 
country  by  this  Act  as  compared  with  the  share  allowed  under  section  202  (S)  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937:  Provided,  That  any  amount  of  sugar  so  withheld  or  withdrawn 
shall be  prorated  to  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  cf  existing  quotas  for  such  areas  and 
the  Secretary  shall  revise  such  quotas  accordingly:  Provided  further,  That  any  portion 
of  such  amount  of  sugar  which  cannot  be  supplied  by  domestic  areas  may  be  prorated 
to  foreign  countries  other  than  a  country  which  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  has  denied 
fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  nationals  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  203.  In  accordance  with  [the  applicable]  such  provisions  of  section  201, 
as  he  deems  applicable ,  the  Secretary  shall  also  determine  the  amount  of  sugar 
needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  and  in 
Puerto  Rico,  and  shall  establish  quotas  for  the  amounts  of  sugar  which  may  be 
marketed  for  local  consumption  in  such  areas  equal  to  the  amounts  determined 
t°  be  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  therein. 
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Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  [as  he  deems  necessary]  from  time  to  time 
during  the  calendar  year,  determine  whether,  in  view  of  the  current  inventories 
of  sugar,  the  estimated  production  from  the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets 
planted,  the  normal  marketings  within  a  calendar  year  of  new-crop  sugar,  and  other 
pertinent  factors,  any  domestic  area,  the  [Commonwealth]  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  [Islands],  or  Cuba,  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such 
area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area  or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to 
market  the  quota  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  then  current,  he  shall  revise 
the  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar 
equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to  the  other  such  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas 
then  in  effect[.  Any  portion  of  such  sugar  which  the  Secretary  determines  can¬ 
not  be  supplied  by  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  shall  be  prorated  to  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  on  the  basis  of  the  prorations  of  the  quota  then  in  effect  for  such 
foreign  countries.]:  Provided,  however,  That  domestic  areas  shall  not  share  in  any 
deficit  of  any  domestic  area  if  the  then  outstanding  determination  of  the  Secretary 
made  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the  Act  is  less  than  seven  million  short  tons,  raw 
value.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  [Commonwealth]  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  [Islands]  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area  for  the  calendar 
year  then  current,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  Cuba  and  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar 
equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  [on  the  basis  of  the  proration  of  the  quota  then 
in  effect  for  such  countries]  as  follows: 

To  Cuba _ 95  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines _  5  per  centum 

Provided,  however,  [That  the  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the  Commonwealth 
of  the  Philippine  Islands,  or  Cuba  or  other  foreign  countries,  shall  not  be  reduced 
by  reason  of  any  determination  made  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  sub¬ 
section.]  That  whenever  the  quota  for  Cuba  established  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  other  than  section  202  ( d )  is  less  than  the  amount  required  by  the  provisions 
of  section  202  (d)  of  this  Act,  such  prorations  shall  be  as  follows: 

To  Cuba _ 98.  64  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines _  1.  86  per  centum 

Any  portion  of  such  Philippine  deficit  which  the  Secretary  determines  cannot  be 
supplied  by  Cuba,  shall  be  prorated  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines.  No  part  of  any  Philippine  deficit  so  prorated  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(b)  If,  on  the  1st  day  of  September  in  any  calendar  year,  any  part  or  all  of  the 
pro  ration  to  any  foreign  country  of  the  quota  [in  effect  on  the  1st  day  of  July  in 
the  same  calendar  year]  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  t^e  Philippines  established  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  ( c )  has  not  been 
filled,  the  Secretary  may  revise  the  proration  of  such  quota  among  such  foreign 
countries  by  [prorating]  allotting  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  such  unfilled 
proration  to  [all  other]  such  foreign  countries  [which]  as  have  filed  their  pro- 
rations  of  such  quota  by  such  date  [on  the  basis  of  the  prorations  then  in  effect], 

(c)  The  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  Cuba,  or 
other  foreign  countries  as  established  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  shall  not  be 
reduced  by  reason  of  any  determination  of  a  deficit  existing  in  any  calendar  year 
under  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and  ( b )  of  this  section  204- 

Id)  Any  proration  among  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  on  such  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall 
determine. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  allotment  of  any  quota, 
or  proration  thereof,  established  for  any  area  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  is  necessary  to  assure  an  orderly  and  adequate  flow  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
in  the  channels  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or  to  prevent  disorderly  market¬ 
ing  or  importation  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  or  to  maintain  a  continuous  and  stable 
supply  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  afford  all  interested  persons  an  equitable 
opportunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  within  any  area’s  quota,  after  such 
hearing  and  upon  such  notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  he  shall  make 
allotments  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof  by  allotting  to  persons  who  market 
or  import  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  for  such  periods  as  he  may  designate,  the  quanti¬ 
ties  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  each  such  person  may  market  in  continental  United 
States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  or  Puerto  Rico,  or  may  import  or  bring  into  con- 
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tinental  United  States,  for  consumption  therein.  Allotments  shall  be  made  in 
such  manner  and  in  such  amounts  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient,  and  equitable 
distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof,  by  taking  into  consideration  the 
processings  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  to  which  pro¬ 
portionate  shares,  determined  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of 
section  302,  pertained;  the  past  marketings  or  importations  of  each  such  person; 
[or]  and  the  ability  of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that  portion  of  such  quota 
or  proration  thereof  allotted  to  him.  The  Secretary  may  also,  upon  such  hearing 
and  notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  revise  or  amend  any  such  allotment 
upon  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  allotment  was  made. 

(b)  An  appeal  may  be  taken,  in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided,  from  any  ' 
decision  making  such  allotments,  or  revisions  thereof,  to  the  United  States  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia  in  any  of  the  following  cases: 

(1)  By  any  applicant  for  an  allotment  whose  application  shall  have  been 
denied. 

(3)  By  any  person  aggrieved  by  reason  of  any  decision  of  the  Secretary  granting 
or  revising  any  allotment  made  to  him. 

(c)  Such  appeal  shall  be  taken  by  filing  with  said  Court,  within  twenty  days 
after  the  decision  complained  of  is  effective,  notice  in  writing  of  said  appeal  and 
a  statement  of  the  reasons  therefor,  together  with  proof  of  service  of  a  true  copy 
of  said  notice  and  statement  upon  the  Secretary.  Unless  a  later  date  is  specified 
by  the  Secretary  as  part  of  his  decision,  the  decision  complained  of  shall  be 
considered  to  be  effective  as  of  the  date  on  which  public  announcement  of  the 
decision  is  made  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washington.  The 
Secretary  shall  thereupon,  and  in  any  event  not  later  than  ten  days  from  the 
date  of  such  service  upon  him,  mail  or  otherwise  deliver  a  copv  of  said  notice  of 
appeal  to  each  person  shown  by  the  records  of  the  Secretary  to  be  interested  in 
such  appeal  and  to  have  a  right  to  intervene  therein  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  and  shall  at  all  times  thereafter  permit  any  such  person  to  inspect  and 
make  copies  of  appellants’  reasons  for  said  appeal  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary 
in  the  city  of  Washington.  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  the 
Secretary  shall  file  with  the  court  the  originals  or  certified  copies  of  all  papers  and 
evidence  presented  to  him  upon  the  hearing  involved,  [and  also]  a  like  copy  of 
his  decision  thereon,  [and  shall  file  within  thirty  days  thereafter,]  a  full  state¬ 
ment  in  writing  of  the  facts  and  grounds  for  his  decisions  as  found  and  given  by 
him  and  a  list  of  all  interested  persons  to  whom  he  has  mailed  or  otherwise  de¬ 
livered  a  copy  of  said  nof  ice  of  appeal. 

(d)  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  any  interested  person 
may  intervene  and  participate  in  the  proceedings  had  upon  said  appeal  by  filing 
with  the  court  a  notice  of  intention  to  intervene  and  a  verified  statement  showing 
the  nature  of  th  interest  of  such  party  together  with  proof  or  service  of  true 
copies  of  said  notice  and  statement,  both  upon  the  appellant  and  upon  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  Any  person  who  would  be  aggrieved  or  whose  interests  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  reversal  or  modification  of  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  complained 
of  shall  be  considered  an  interested  party. 

(e)  At  the  earliest  convenient  time  the  court  shall  hear  and  determine  the 
appeal  upon  the  record  before  it,  and  shall  have  power,  upon  such  record,  to  enter 
a  judgment  affirming  or  reversing  the  decision,  and  if  it  enters  an  order  reversing 
the  decision  of  the  Secretary  it  shall  remand  the  case  to  the  Secretary  to  carry  out 
the  judgment  of  the  court:  Provided ,  hoivever,  That  the  review  by  the  court  shall 
be  limited  to  questions  of  law  and  that  findings  of  fact  by  the  Secretary,  if  sup¬ 
ported  by  substantial  evidence,  shall  be  conclusive  unless  it  shall  clearly  appear 
that  the  findings  of  the  Secretary  are  arbitrary  or  capricious.  The  court’s  judg¬ 
ment  shall  be  final,  subject  however,  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  upon  writ  of  certiorari  on  petition  therefor,  under  section  240  of 
the  Judicial  Code,  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  28,  sec.  347),  by  appellant,  by  the 
Secretary,  or  by  any  interested  party  intervening  in  the  appeal. 

(f)  1  he  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  enter  judgment  for  costs  in  favor  of  or 
against  an  appellant,  and  other  interested  parties  intervening  in  said  appeal,  but 
not  against  the  Secretary,  depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  issues  involved  in 
such  appeal  and  the  outcome  thereof. 

[(g)  the  Government  of  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Philippines  Blands  shall 
make  allotments  of  any  quota  established  for  it  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  on  the  basis  specified  in  section  6  (d)  of  Public  Law  Numbered  127,  approved 
March  24,  1934.]  ’ 

Sec.  206.  [Until  sugar  quotas  are  established  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  the 

calendar  year  1937,  which  shall  be  within  sixty  davs  after  its  enactment,  the 
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quotas  determined  by  the  Secretary  in  General  Sugar  Quota  Regulations,  Series 
4,  Number  1,  issued  December  12,  1936,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect.] 
Subject  to  provisions'  of  sections  207  and  408  relating  to  the  suspension  of  quotas, 
sugar  quotas  shall  be  established  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  the  calendar  year  1948 
within  ten  days  after  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  [(Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen 
short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  for  each  of  the  calendar  years 

1937,  1938,  and  1939  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar;  and  not  more 
than  four  thousand  nine  hundred  and  thirty-six  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the 
quota  for  Hawaii  for  the  calendar  year  1940  may  be  filled,  during  the  first  two 
months  of  such  year,  by  direct-consumption  sugar.  This  subsection  is  hereby 
extended  so  that  not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen 
short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar  year  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar:  Provided,  however,  That  the  amount  of  said 
quota  which  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  for  the  calendar  year  1940 
shall  not  be  less  than  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  from  Hawaii 
actually  brought  into  the  continental  United  States,  for  consumption  therein, 
after  December  31,  1939,  and  up  to  and  including  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
amendatory  sentence.]  Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen 
short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by 
direct-consumption  sugar. 

(b)  [Not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short 
tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  for  each  of  the  calendar  years  1937, 

1938,  and  1939  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar;  and  not  more  than 
twenty-one  thousand  and  six  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico 
for  the  calendar  year  1940  may  be  filled,  during  the  first  two  months  of  such 
year,  by  direct-consumption  sugar.  This  subsection  is  hereby  extended  so  that 
not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short  tons, 
raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by 
direct-consumption  sugar:  Provided,  however,  That  the  amount  of  said  quota  which 
may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  for  the  calendar  year  1940  shall  not  be 
less  than  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  from  Puerto  Rico  actually 
brought  into  the  continental  United  States,  for  consumption  therein,  after 
December  31,  1939,  and  up  to  and  including  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
amendatory  sentence.]  Not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thousand  and 
thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  for  any  calendar  year 
may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(c)  None  of  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands  for  any  calendar  year  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  Not  more  than  [eighty  thousand  two  hundred  and  fourteen]  fifty-six 
thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  [raw  value,]  of  the  quota  for  the  [Commonwealth] 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  [Islands]  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by 
direct-consumption  sugar  as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act 
of  1946. 

(e)  Not  more  than  three  hundred  and  seventy-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  of  the  quota  for  Cuba  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar. 

(f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the  quotas  established  under 
section  203  for  marketing  for  local  consumption  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico. 

(g)  The  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to  this 
section,  and  the  enforcement  provisions  of  title  II  applicable  thereto,  shall  continue 
in  effect  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
409  of  this  Act  unless  the  President  acting  thereunder  specifically  finds  and  proclaims 
that  a  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  which  requires  the  suspension  of  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas. 

Sec.  208.  Quotas  for  liquid  sugar  for  foreign  countries  for  each  calendar  year 
are  hereby  established  as  follows: 

In  terms  of  wine  gallons  of 

Country —  72%  total  sugar  content 

Cuba _ _ _  7,  970,  558 

Dominican  Republic _  830,  894 

Other  foreign  countries _ J _  0 

[The  quantities  of  liquid  sugar  imported  into  the  continental  United  States 
during  the  calendar  year  1937,  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  charged 
against  the  quotas  for  the  calendar  year  1937  established  by  this  section.] 
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Sec.  209.  All  persons  are  hereby  prohibited — 

(a)  From  bringing  or  importing  into  the  continental  United  States  from  the  1 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands  [the  Commonwealth  of  the  j 
Philippine  Islands]  or  foreign  countries,  ( 1 )  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  after  the 
applicable  quota  [for  such  area]  or  the  proration  of  any  such  quota,  has  been 
filled,  or  (2)  any  direct  consumption  sugar  after  the  direct-consumption  portion  of 
any  such  quota  has  been  filled; 

(b)  From  shipping,  transporting,  or  marketing  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in 
competition  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed' in  inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  commerce,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  grown  in  either  the  domestic-beet-sugar  area  or  the  mainland  cane- 
sugar  area  after  the  quota  for  such  area  has  been  filled; 

(c)  From  marketing  in  either  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  or  Puerto  Rico,  for  con¬ 
sumption  therein,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  after  the  quota  therefor  has  been 
filled; 

(d)  From  exceeding  allotments  of  any  quota,  direct-consumption  portion  of  any 
quota ,  or  proration  [thereof]  of  any  quota,  made  to  them  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  determinations  provided  for  in  sections  201  and  203,  and 
all  quotas,  prorations,  and  allotments,  except  quotas  established  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  208,  shall  be  made  or  established  in  terms  of  raw  value. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  liquid  sugar,  except  that  imported  from 
foreign  countries,  shall  be  included  with  sugar  in  making  the  determinations 
provided  for  in  sections  201  and  203  and  in  the  establishment  or  revision  of  quotas  I 
prorations,  and  allotments. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  raw-value  equivalent  of  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  any 
form,  including  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  manufactured  products,  exported  from  the 
continental  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  section  313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of 
1930  shall  be  credited  against  any  charges  which  shall  have  been  made  in  respect 
to  the  applicable  quota  or  proration  for  the  country  of  origin.  The  country  of 
origin  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  respect  to  which  any  credit  shall  be  established 
shall  be  that  country  in  respect  to  importation  from  w'hich  draw-back  of  the 
exported  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  has  been  claimed.  Sugar  or  liquid  sugar  entered 
into  the  continental  United  States  under  an  applicable  bond  established  pursuant 
to  orders  or  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  express  purpose  of 
subsequently  exporting  the  equivalent  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  as  such, 
or  in  manufactured  articles,  shall  not  be  charged  against  the  applicable  quota  or 
proration  for  the  country  of  origin. 

(b)  Exportation  within  the  meaning  of  sections  309  and  313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of 
1930  shall  be  considered  to  be  exportation  within  the  meaning  of  this  section. 

(c)  The  quota  established  for  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  may  be  filled 
only  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in 
such  area:  Provided,  however,  That  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  admitted  free  of  duty 
from  the  Virgin  Islands  under  the  Act  of  Congress,  approved  March  3,  1917 
(39  Stat.  1133),  may  be  admitted  within  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Sec.  212.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  apply  to  (1)  the  first  ten  short 
tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year;  (2)  the  first 
ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign 
country,  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year 
for  religious,  sacramental,  educational,  or  experimental  purposes;  (3)  liquid  sugar 
imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  in  individual  sealed  containers  of  such  capacity  as  the  Secretary  may  de¬ 
termine,  not  in  excess  of  one  and  one-tenth  gallons  each;  or  (4)  any  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  imported,  brought  into,  or  produced  or  manufactured  in  the  United  States 
for  the  distillation  of  alcohol,  or  for  livestock  feed,  or  for  the  production  of  live¬ 
stock  feed. 

Title  III. — Conditional-Payment  Provisions 

Sec.  301 .  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  payments  on  the  following  con¬ 
ditions  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  the 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar: 

(a).  That  no  child  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  shall  have  been  employed  or 
permitted  to  work  on  the  farm,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  person, 
in  the  production,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
with  respect  to  which  application  for  payment  is  made,  except  a  member  of  the 
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immediate  family  of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40  per 
centum  of  the  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  performed;  and  that  no  child  be¬ 
tween  the  ages  of  fourteen  and  sixteen  years  shall  have  been  employed  or  permitted 
to  do  such  work,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  person,  for  a  longer 
period  than  eight  hours  in  any  one  day,  except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family 
of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40  per  centum  of  the  crop 
at  the  time  such  work  was  performed.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  pay¬ 
ments,  notwithstanding  a  failure  to  comply  with  the  conditions  provided  in  this 
subsection,  but  the  payments  made  with  respect  to  any  crop  shall  be  subject  to 
a  deduction  of  $10  for  each  child  for  each  day,  or  a  portion  of  a  day,  during  which 
such  child  was  employed  or  permitted  to  work  contrary  to  the  foregoing  provisions 
of  this  subsection. 

[(b)  That  all  persons  employed  on  the  farm  in  the  production,  cultivation, 
or  harvesting  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  with  respect  to  which  an  application 
for  payment  is  made  shall  have  been  paid  in  full  for  all  such  work,  and  shall  have 
been  paid  wages  therefor  at  rates  not  less  than  those'  that  may  be  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  after  investigation  and  due  notice  and 
opportunity  for  public  hearing;  and  in  making  such  determinations  the  Secretary 
shall  take  into  consideration  the  standards  therefor  formerly  established  by  him 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  differences  in  con- 
v  ditions  among  various  producing  areas:  Provided,  however,  That  a  payment  which 
would  be  payable  except  for  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  subsection  may  be 
made,  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  in  such  manner  that  the  laborer  will 
receive  an  amount,  insofar  as  such  payment  will  suffice,  equal  to  the  amount  of 
the  accrued  unpaid  wages  for  such  work,  and  that  the  producer  will  receive  the 
remainder,  if  any,  of  such  payment.] 

[(c)]  ( b )  That  there  shall  not  have  been  marketed  or  processed  an  amount 
in  terms  of  planted  acreage,  weight,  or  recoverable  sugar  content  of  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for  the  production  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  to  be  marketed  in,  or  so  as  to  compete  with  or  otherwise  directly  affect 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302,  of  the 
total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to  be  processed  to  enable  the 
area  in  which  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  are  produced  to  meet  the  quota  and 
provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory  as  estimated  by  the  Secretary  for  such 
area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which  the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  from  such  crop  normally  would  be  marketed. 

[(d)  That  the  producer  on  the  farm  who  is  also,  directly  or  indirectly,  a 
processor  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  as  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
shall  have  paid,  or  contracted  to  pay  under  either  purchase  or  toll  agreements, 
for  any  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  by  oth<?r  producers  and  processed  by  him 
at  rates  not  less  than  those  that  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable  after  investigation  and  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  public 
hearing. 

[(e)  That  there  shall  have  been  carried  out  on  the  farm  such  farming  practices 
in  connection  with  the  production  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  uring  the  year 
in  which  the  crop  was  harvested  with  respect  to  which  a  payment  is  applied  for, 
as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  pursuant  to  this  subsection,  for  preserving  and 
improving  fertility  of  the  soil  and  for  preventing  soil  erosion,  such  practices  to  be 
consistent  with  the  reasonable  standards  of  the  farming  community  in  which  the 
farm  is  situated. 

[The  conditions  provided  in  subsection  (a),  and  in  subsection  (b)  with  respect 
to  wage  rates,  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  work  performed  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act;  and  the  condition  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  the  marketing  of  the  first  crop  harvested  after  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  planted  prior  to  such  enactment.] 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  with  respect  to  which  pay¬ 
ment  may  be  made  shall  be  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially 
recoverable,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  from  the  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
grown  on  the  farm  and  marketed  (or  processed  by  the  producer)  not  in  excess  of 
the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  quan¬ 
tity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  required 
to  be  processed  to  enable  the  producing  area  in  which  the  crop  of  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  is  grown  to  meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inven¬ 
tory)  estimated  by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which 
the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop  normally  would  be 
marketed. 
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(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with  respect  to  a  farm,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  take  into  consideration  the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets 
and  sugarcane  marketed  (or  processed)  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
and  the  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  and  the  Secretary  shall, 
insofar  as  practicable,  protect  the  interests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers 
and  the  interests  of  producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants,  adherent 
planters,  or  share  croppers. 

.(c)  Payments  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commer¬ 
cially  recoverable  from  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  [and  which 
shall  have  been  marketed  (or  processed  by  a  producer)  on  and  after  July  1,  1937.  J 
commencing  with  the  crop  year  1948. 

Sec.  303.  In  addition  to  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  with  respect  to 
which  payments  are  authorized  under  subsection  (a)  of  section  302,  the  Secretary 
is  also  authorized  to  make  payments,  on  the  conditions  provided  in  section  301, 
with  respect  to  bona  fide  abandonment  of  planted  acreage  and  crop  deficiencies 
of  harvested  acreage,  resulting  from  drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze,  disease,  or 
insects,  which  cause  such  damage  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  crop  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  in  the  same  factory  district  (as  established  by  the  Secretary), 
county,  parish,  municipality,  or  local  producing  area,  as  determined  in  accordance 
with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary,  on  the  following  quantities  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar:  (1)  with  respect  to  such  bona  fide  abandonment  of  each  planted 
acre  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  one-third  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially 
recoverable  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  per  acre  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary;  and  (2)  with  respect  to  such  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage  of 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  the  excess  of  80  per  centum  of  the  normal  yield  of 
commercially  recoverable  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  for  such  acreage  for  the  farm, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  over  the  actual  yield. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  The  amount  of  the  base  rate  of  payment  shall  be  80  cents  per 
hundred  pounds  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  raw  value. 

(b)  All  payments  shall  be  calculated  with  respect  to  a  farm  which,  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act,  shall  be  a  farming  unit  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  issued  by  the  Secretary,  and,  in  making  such  determinations,  the  Secretary 
shall  take  into  consideration  the  use  of  common  work  stock,  equipment,  labor, 
management,  and  other  pertinent  factors. 

(c)  The  total  payment  with  respect  to  a  farm  shall  be  the  product  of  the  base 
rate  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  multiplied  by  the  amount  of  sugar 
and  liquid  sugar,  raw  value,  with  respect  to  which  payment  is  to  be  made,  except 
that  reduction  shall  be  made  from  such  total  payment  in  accordance  with  the 
following  scale  of  reductions: 


That  portion  of  the  quantity  of  sugar  and  liquid  sugar 
which  is  included  within  the  following  intervals  of  short 
tons,  raw  value: 

350  to  700 _ 

700  to  1,000 _ •_ _ 

1,000  to  1,500 _ _ _ 

1,500  to  3,000 _ 

3,000  to  6,000 _ 

6,000  to  12,000 _ 

12,000  to  30,000 _ 

More  than  30,000 _ 


Reduction  in  the  base 
rate  of  payment  per 
hundre  d-w  eight 
of  such  portion 

- $0.  05 

_  .  10 

_  .20 

_  .25 

_  .275 

_  .30 

_  .325 

_  .50 


(d)  Application  for  payment  shall  be  made  by,  and  payments  shall  be  made  to, 
the  producer  or,  in  the  event  of  his  death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency,  his 
legal  representative,  or  heirs:  Provided,  however,  That  all  producers  on  the  farm 
shall  signify  in  the  application  for  payment  the  [per  centum]  percentage  of  the 
total  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm  to  be  made  to  each  producer:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That,  payments  may  be  made,  (1)  in  the  event  of  the  death,  disap¬ 
pearance,  or  incompetency  of  a  producer,  to  such  beneficiary  as  the  producer 
may  designate  in  the  application  for  payment;  (2)  to  one  producer  of  a  group  of 
two  or  more  producers,  provided  all  producers  on  the  farm  designate  such  pro¬ 
ducer  in  the  application  for  payment  as  sole  recipient  for  their  benefit  of  the  pay¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  the  farm;  or  (3)  to  a  person  who  is  not  a  producer,  provided 
such  person  controls  the  land  included  within  the  farm  with  respect  to  which 
the  application  for  payment  is  made  and  is  designated  by  the  sole  producer  (or  all 
producers)  on  the  farm,  as  sole  recipient  for  his  or  their  benefit,  of  the  payment 
with  respect  to  the  farm. 
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Sec.  305.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  titles  II  and  III  of  this  Act,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  utilize  local  committees  of  sugar  beet  or  sugarcane 
producers,  State  and  county  agricultural  conservation  committees,  or  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Extension  Service  and  other  agencies,  and  the  Secretary  may.  prescribe 
that  all  or  a  part  of  the  expenses  of  such  committees  may  be  deducted  from  the 
payments  herein  authorized. 

Sec.  306.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis  for  any  payment,  or  the  amount 
thereof  authorized  to  be  made  under  this  title,  officially  determined  in  conformity 
with  rules  or  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  reviewable  only  by 
the  Secretary,  and  his  determinations  with  respect  thereto  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive. 

Sec.  307.  This  title  shall  apply  to  the  continental  United  States,  the  Territory 
of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Title  [V]  IV — General  Provisions 

Sec.  [501]  401.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  [except  title  IV]  the  Secretary 
[shall — - 

[(a)  Appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such  officers  and  employees  as  he 
may  deem  necessary  in  administering  the  provisions  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That 
all  such  officers  and  employees,  except  attorneys,  economists,  experts,  and  persons 
in  the  employ  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  civil-service  laws  and  the 
Classification  Act  of  1923,  as  amended:  And  provided  further,  That  no  salary  in 
excess  of  $10,000  per  annum  shall  be  paid  to  any  such  person.]  may  make  such 
expenditures  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  in¬ 
cluding  personal  services  and  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere  [, 
traveling  expenses  (including  the  purchase,  maintenance,  and  repair  of  passenger¬ 
carrying  vehicles),  supplies  and  equipment,  lawbooks,  books  of  reference,  direc¬ 
tories,  periodicals,  and  newspapers]. 

Sec.  [502]  402.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each 
fiscal  year  for  the  purposes  and  administration  of  this  Act[,  except  for  allotments 
in  the  Philippine  Islands  as  provided  in  subsection  (g)  of  section  205,  a  sum  not 
to  exceed  $55,000,000]  the  funds  necessary  to  make  the  payments  provided  for  in 
tiile  III  of  this  Act  and  such  other  amounts  as  the  Congress  determines  to  be  necessary 
for  such  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  the  other  provisions  of  the  Act. 

(b)  All  funds  available  for  carrying  out  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  allotment 
to  the  bureaus  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  for  transfer  to 
such  other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  as  the  Secretary  may  request 
to  cooperate  or  assist  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

(c)  The  funds  made  available  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  Secretary  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1987,  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal  year 
1948  are  also  hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary  for  purposes  of  administration 
of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  during  the  fiscal  year  1948. 

[Sec.  503.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  an  amount  equal  to  the 
amount  of  the  taxes  collected  or  accrued  under  title  IV  on  sugars  produced  from 
sugarcane  grown  in  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Philippine  Islands  which  are 
manufactured  in  or  brought  into  the  United  States  on  or  prior  to  June  30,  1947, 
minus  the  costs  of  collecting  such  taxes  and  the  estimates  of  amounts  of  refunds 
required  to  be  made  with  respect  to  such  taxes,  for  transfer  to  the  Government 
of  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Philippines  for  the  purpose  of  financing  a  program 
of  economic  adjustment  in  the  Philippines,  the  transfer  to  be  made  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  President  of  the  United  States  may  prescribe: 
Provided.  That  no  part  of  the  appropriations  herein  authorized  shall  be  paid  direct¬ 
ly  or  indirectly  for  the  production  or  processing  of  sugarcane  in  the  Philippine 
Islands.]  .  * 

Sec.  [504]  403.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such  orders  or  regu¬ 
lations,  which  shall  have  the  force  and  effect  of  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  powers  vested  in  him  by  this  Act.  Any  person  knowingly  violating  any 
order  or  regulation  of  the  Secretary  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall,  upon  con¬ 
viction,  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $100  for  each  such  violation. 

(b)  Each  determination  issued  by  the  Secretary  in  connection  with  quotas  and 
deficits  under  title  II  or  payments  under  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  promptly  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  and  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  statement  of  the  bases 
and  considerations  upon  which  such  determination  was  made. 

Sec.  [505]  404-  The  several  district  courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby 
vested  with  jurisdiction  specifically  to  enforce,  and  to  prevent  and  restrain  any 
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person  from  violating,  the  provisions  of  this  Act  or  of  any  order  or  regulation 
made  or  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act.  If  and  when  the  Secretary  shall  so  request, 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their 
respective  districts,  to  institute  proceedings  to  enforce  the  remedies  and  to  collect 
the  penalties  and  forfeitures  provided  for  in  this  Act.  The  remedies  provided  for 
in  this  Act  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  exclusive  of,  any  of  the  remedies  or 
penalties  existing  at  law  or  in  equity. 

Sec.  [506]  405.  Any  person  who  knowingly  violates,  or  attempts  to  violate, 
or  who  knowingly  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of,  any  of  the  provisions 
of  section  209,  or  any  person  who  brings  or  imports  into  the  continental  United 
States  direct-consumption  sugar  after  the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have 
been  filled,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  the  sum  equal  to  three  times  the 
market  value,  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  any  such  act ,  (a)  of  that  quantity 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  by  which  any  quota,  pro-ration,  or  allotment  is  exceeded, 
or  (b)  of  that  quantity  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States 
after  the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  which  forfeiture  shall 
be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  [507]  406.  All  persons  engaged  in  the  manqfacturing,  marketing,  or 
transportation  or  industrial  use  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  and  having  information 
which  the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  enable  him  to  administer  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  shall,  upon  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  furnish  him  with  such  in¬ 
formation.  Any  person  willfully  failing  or  refusing  to  furnish  such  information 
or  furnishing  willfully  any  false  information,  shall  upon  conviction  be  subject  to 
a  penalty  of  not  more  than  $1,000  for  each  such  violation. 

Sec.  [508]  407.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in  any  official  capacity  in  the 
administration  of  this  Act,  invest  or  speculate  in  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  contracts 
relating  thereto,  or  the  stock  or  membership  interests  of  any  association  or 
corporation  engaged  in  the  production  or  manufacturing  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 
Any  person  violating  this  section  shall  upon  conviction  thereof  be  fined  not  more 
than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

Sec.  [509]  408.  Whenever  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  the  President 
finds  and  proclaims  that  a  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with 
respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  he  shall  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation, 
except  as  provided  in  section  207  of  this  Act,  of  all  the  provisions  of  title  II  [or  III] 
above,  [which  he  determines  on  the  basis  of  such  findings  should  be  suspended] 
and,  thereafter,  the  operation  of  [any]  such  title  shall  continue  in  suspense  until 
the  President  finds  and  proclaims  that  the  facts  which  occasioned  such  suspension 
no  longer  exist.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  investigations  and  reports  thereon 
to  the  President  as  may  be  necessary  to  aid  him  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

[Sec.  510.  The  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended, 
shall  cease  to  apply  to  sugar  upon  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  and  the  provisions 
of  Public  Resolution  Numbered  109,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved  June 
19,  1936,  are  hereby  repealed.] 

Sec.  [511]  409.  [In  order  to  facilitate  the  effectuation  of  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  the  Secretary  is  authorized]  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  action 
is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  he  is  authorized,  if  first  requested 
by  individuals  or  associations  constituting  or  representing  a  substantial  proportion  of 
the  persons  affected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar -producing  areas,  to  make 
for  such  area  surveys  and  investigations  to  the  extent  he  deems  necessary,  including 
the  holding  of  public  hearings,  and  to  make  recommendations  with  respect  to  (a) 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  the  producers  and  processors  of 
sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area  and  (b)  the  terms  and  conditions  of  con¬ 
tracts  between  laborers  and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area. 
In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  information  shall  not  be  made  public 
with  respect  to  the  individual  operations  off  any  processor,  producer,  or  laborer. 

Sec.  [512]  410.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  relating  to  the  conditions  and  factors  affecting  the  methods  of 
accomplishing  most  effectively  the  purposes  of  this  Act  and  for  the  benefit  of 
agriculture  generally  in  any  area.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  existing  law, 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  public  such  information  as  he  deems  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  [513]  4H-  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under  this  Act  shall 
terminate  on  December  31,  [1947]  1952,  except  that  the  Secretary  shall  have  the 
power  to  make  payments  under  title  III  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop 
year  [1947]  1952,  and  previous  crop  years. 
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Sec.  1^12.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  where  an  earlier  effective  date  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  herein,  shall  become  effective  January  1,  1948.  As  provided  in  section  518 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under  that  Act  shall 
terminate  on  December  81,  1947,  except  that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make 
payments  under  title  III  of  that  Act  under  programs  thereunder  applicable  to  the 
crop  year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 

Title  V — Amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 

Sec.  501.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3507  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  ( relating 
to  the  definition  of  “manufactured  sugar1’)  is  amended  by  inserting  in  the  paren¬ 
thesis  after  the  word  “added”  therein,  the  following:  “or  developed  in  the  product” . 

(b)  Section  3508  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  ( relating  to  termination  of  taxes )  is 
amended  to  read  as  j Mows: 

“Sec.  3508.  Termination  of  taxes. 

“No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  on  the  manufacture,  use,  or  im¬ 
portation  of  sugar  after  June  30,  [1947]  1953.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  8490  or  3500,  no  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  with  respect  to  unsold 
sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  on  June  30,  1953,  or  with  respect  to  sugar  or  articles 
composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  held  in  customs  custody  or  control  on  such  date. 

“  With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  upon  which 
tax  imposed  under  section  3500  has  been  paid  and  which,  on  June  30,  1953,  are  held 
by  the  importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other  disposition,  there  shall  be  refunded 
( without  interest)  to  such  importer,  subject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Customs  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an  amount  equal 
to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar.” 

(c)  The  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  provided  for  in  this  section  shall 
become  effective  upon  the  first  day  of  the  second  month  following  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  3509.  Floor  stocks  refunds  on  manufactu red  sugar. 

“(a)  In  general. —  With  respect  to  manufactured  sugar  upon  which  the  tax  im¬ 
posed  under  this  chapter  has  been  paid,  and  which  upon  termination  of  such  tax  is 
held  for  sale  at  retail,  or  held  for  use  in  the  manufacture  or  production  of  any  article 
intended  for  sale,  there  shall  be  credited  or  refunded  to  the  manufacturer  of  such  sugar 
( without  interest),  subject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Commissioner 
with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an  amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid  by  such  manu¬ 
facturer  on  stocks  held  by  him  plus  such  amount  as  has  been  paid  by  such  manufac¬ 
turer  to  any  person  holding  such  sugar  as  reimbursement  for  the  termination  of  the 
tax  imposed  under  this  chapter,  if  claim  for  such  credit  or  refund  is  filed  with  the 
Commissioner  prior  to  the  expiration  of  three  months  after  the  termination  of  such 
tax. 

“(b)  Limitations  on  eligibility  for  credit  or  refund.- — No  person  shall  be 
entitled  to  credit  or  refund  under  subsection  (a)  unless  he  has  in  his  possession  such 
evidence  of  the  inventories  with  respect  to  which  he  has  paid  the  tax  or  made  the  reim¬ 
bursements  described  in  subsection  (a)  as  the  regulations  under  subsection  (a) 
prescribe. 

“(c)  All  provisions  of  law,  including  penalties,  applicable  in  respect  of  taxes 
imposed  under  this  chapter  shall,  insofar  as  applicable  and  not  inconsistent  with  this 
section,  be  applicable  in  respect  of  the  credits  and  refunds  provided  for  in  this  section 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  such  credits  or  refunds  constituted  credits  or  refunds  of  such 
taxes.” 

(d)  The  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  provided  for  in  this  section 
shall  become  effective  upon  the  first  day  of  the  second  month  following  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 
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80th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


[Report  No.  796] 


July  2, 1947 


Mr.  Hope  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 


mittee  on  Agriculture 


July  3, 1947 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  regulate  commerce  among  tlie  several  States,  with  the  Terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign 
countries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugars  and 
of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry; 
to  promote  the  export  trade  of  the  United  States;  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Sugar  Act  of  1948”. 
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TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 


5  Sec.  101.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  except  title  V — 

6  (a)  The  term  “person”  means  an  individual,  partner- 

7  ship,  corporation,  or  association. 
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(b)  The  term  “sugars”  means  any  grade  or  type  of 
saccharine  product  derived  from  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets, 
which  contains  sucrose,  dextrose,  or  levulose. 

(c)  The  term  “sugar”  means  raw  sugar  or  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar. 

(d)  The  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are 

principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  are  to  be  fur- 

/ 

ther  refined  or  improved  in  quality,  and  any  sugars  which 
are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure,  but  which  are  to 
be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality  to  pro¬ 
duce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(e)  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means  any 
sugars  which  are  principally  of  crystalline  structure  and 
which  are  not  to  be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved 
in  quality. 

(f)  The  term  “liquid  sugar”  means  any  sugars  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice  produced  from  sugarcane  grown 
in  continental  United  States)  which  are  principally  not  of 
crystalline  structure  and  which  contain,  or  which  are  to 
be  used  for  the  production  of  any  sugars  principally  not 
of  crystalline  structure  which  contain,  soluble  nonsugar  solids 
(excluding  any  foreign  substances  that  may  have  been 
added  or  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to  6  per  centum 
or  less  of  the  total  soluble  solids. 
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(g)  Sugars  in  dry  amorphous  form  shall  be  considered 
to  be  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(h)  The  “raw  value”  of  any  quantity  of  sugars  means 
its  equivalent  in  terms  of  ordinary  commercial  raw  sugar 
testing  ninety-six  sugar  degress  b}^  the  polariscope,  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  regulations  to  be  issued  by  the 
Secretary.  The  principal  grades  and  types  of  sugar  and 
liquid  sugar  shall  be  translated  into  terms  of  raw  value  in 
the  following  manner: 

(1)  For  direct-consumption  sugar,  derived  from  sugar 
beets  and  testing  ninety-two  or  more  sugar  degrees  by  the 
polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof 
by  1.07; 

(2)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing 
ninety-two  sugar  degrees  b}7  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying 
the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  0.93  ; 

(3)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing 
more  than  ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by 
multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  the  figure 
obtained  by  adding  to  0.93  the  result  of  multiplying  0.0175 
by  the  number  of  degrees  and  fractions  of  a  degree  of  polar¬ 
ization  above  ninety-two  degrees; 

(4)  For  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  testing  less  than  ninety- 
two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  dividing  the  num¬ 
ber  of  pounds  of  the  “total  sugar  content”  thereof  by  0.972. 
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(5)  The  Secretary  may  establish  rates  for  translating 
sugar  and  liquid  sugar  into  terms  of  raw  value  for  (a)  any 
grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  not  provided  for  in 
the  foregoing  and  (b)  any  special  grade  or  type  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  for  which  he  determines  that  the  raw  value 
cannot  be  measured  adequately  under  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graphs  (1)  to  (4) ,  inclusive,  of  this  subsection  (h) . 

(i)  The  term  “total  sugar  content”  means  the  sum  of 
the  sucrose  (Clerget)  and  reducing  or  invert  sugars  con¬ 
tained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(j)  The  term  “quota”,  depending  upon  the  context, 
means  ( 1 )  that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may 
be  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States, 
for  consumption  therein,  during  any  calendar  year,  from  the 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  a 
foreign  country  or  group  of  foreign  countries;  (2)  that 
quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  grown  in  the  continental  United  States  which, 
during  any  calendar  year,  may  be  shipped,  transported,  or 
marketed  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  competition  with 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce;  or  (3)  that  quantity  of 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be  marketed  in  the  Territory 
of  Hawaii  or  in  Puerto  Rico,  for  consumption  therein,  during 
any  calendar  year. 
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(k)  The  term  “producer”  means  a  person  who  is  the 
legal  owner,  at  the  time  of  harvest  or  abandonment,  of  a  por¬ 
tion  or  all  of  a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a 
farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(l)  The  terms  “including”  and  “include”  shall  not 

be  deemed  to  exclude  anything  not  mentioned  hut  otherwise 

within  the  meaning  of  the  term  defined. 

© 

(m)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

TITLE  II— QUOTA  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each 
calendar  year,  beginning  with  the  calendar  year  1948,  the 
amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  continental  LTnited  States;  such  determina¬ 
tions  shall  be  made  during  the  month  of  December  in  each 
year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year  (in  the  case  of  the 
calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  days  thereof)  and 
at  such  other  times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  deem  necessary  to  meet  such  requirements.  In 
making  such  determinations  the  Secretary  shall  use  as  a 
basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  distributed 
for  consumption,  as  indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  during  the  twelve-month  period 
ending  October  31  next  preceding  the  calendar  year  for 
which  the  determination  is  being  made,  and  shall  make 
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allowances  for  a  deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of 
sugar,  and  for  changes  in  consumption  because  of  changes 
in  population  and  demand  conditions,  as  computed  from 
statistics  published  by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government; 
and,  in  order  that  such  determinations  shall  be  made  so  as 
to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those  engaged 
in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  providing  such  supply  of 
sugar  as  will  he  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  ex¬ 
cessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  -  equitably 
maintain  and  protect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  in¬ 
dustry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any  such  determination, 
in  addition  to  the  consumption,  inventory,  population,  and 
demand  factors  above  specified  and  the  level  and  trend  of 
consumer,  purchasing  power,  shall  take  into  consideration 
the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 
sugar  that  would  result  from  such  determination  and  the 
general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  as  compared  with 
the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 
sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States 
obtaining  during  1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price 
control  of  sugar  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’  Price  Index 
as  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  made,  pursuant 
to  section  201,  of  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the 
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requirements  of  consumers,  the  Secretary  shall  establish 
quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

(a)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  by  apportion¬ 
ing  among  such  areas  4,268,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  as 
follows : 


Area 

Domestic  beet  sugar. 
Mainland  cane  sugar 

Hawaii _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Virgin  Islands _ 


Short  tons,  raw  value 
___  1,800,000 
___  500,000 

___  1,052,000 
910,000 
6,  000 


(b)  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  the  amount 


of  nine  hundred  and  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  as 
specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946. 


(c)  For  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  by  prorating  among  such  areas  an  amount 
of  sugar,  raw  value,  equal  to  the  amount  determined  pursuant 
to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant 
to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  following 
basis : 


Area  Per  centum 

Cuba _ 98.  64 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 

of  the  Philippines _  1.  36 

The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  among 
such  countries  on  the  basis  of  the  division  of  the  quota  tor 
such  countries  made  in  General  Sugar  Quota  Regulations. 
Series  4,  Number  1,  issued  December  12,  1936,  pursuant 
to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended. 
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1  (cl)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this  title 

2  II,  in  the  event  the  quota  established  for  Cuba,  including  any 

3  and  all  deficits  allotted  or  prorated  to  Cuba  pursuant  to  the 

4  provisions  of  section  204  (a) ,  shall  be  a  smaller  proportion 

5  of  the  total  amount  of  sugar  which  the  Secretary  determines 

6  is  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the 

7  continental  United  States  pursuant  to  section  201  of  this  Act, 

8  than  the  quota  which  would  have  been  established  for  Cuba 

9  upon  sucli  consumptive  estimate  under  the  provisions  of 

10  section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  quotas  for 

11  domestic  sugar-producing  areas  established  pursuant  to  the 

12  other  provisions  of  this  title  II  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata 

13  by  such  amounts  as  are  required  to  establish  such  quota  for 
11  Cuba  and  the  amounts  by  which  such  domestic  sugar-pro- 

15  ducing  quotas  are  so  reduced  shall  be  added  to  the  quota 

16  for  Cuba. 

17  (e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign 

18  country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  the  nationals 

19  of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry, 

20  and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  shall  have  au- 

21  thority  to  withhold  or  withdraw  any  increase  in  the  share 

22  of  the  domestic  consumption  requirements  provided  for 
^3  such  country  by  this  Act  as  compared  with  the  share 
21  allowed  under  section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937: 
25  Provided,  That  any  amount  of  sugar  so  withheld  or  with- 
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drawn  shall  be  prorated  to  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of 
existing  quotas  for  such  areas  and  the  Secretary  shall  revise 
such  quotas  accordingly :  Provided  further,  That  any  portion 
of  such  amount  of  sugar  which  cannot  be  supplied  by 
domestic  areas  may  be  prorated  to  foreign  countries  other 
than  a  country  which  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  has  denied 
fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  nationals  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  203.  In  accordance  with  such  provisions  of  section 
201  as  he  deems  applicable,  the  Secretary  shall  also  deter¬ 
mine  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  consumers  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  and  in  Puerto  llico, 
and  shall  establish  quotas  for  the  amounts  of  sugar  which 
may  be  marketed  for  local  consumption  in  such  areas  equal 
to  the  amounts  determined  to  be  needed  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  consumers  therein. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  from  time  to  time 
during  the  calendar  year,  determine  whether,  in  view  of  the 
current  inventories  of  sugar,  the  estimated  production  from 
the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  planted,  the  normal 
marketings  within  a  calendar  year  of  new-crop  sugar,  and 
other  pertinent  factors,  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  or  Cuba,  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota 
for  such  area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area 
or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area  for 
H.  R.  4075 - 2 
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the  calendar  year  then  current,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for 
the  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar 
equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to  the  other  such  areas  on 
the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect:  Provided,  however , 
That  domestic  areas  shall  not  share  in  any  deficit  of  any  do¬ 
mestic  area  if  the  then  outstanding  determination  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  made  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the  Act  is  less  than 
seven  million  short  tons,  raw  value.  If  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  will  be  unable  to  market 
the  quota  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  then  current,  he 
shall  revise  the  quotas  for  Cuba  and  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  by  prorating 
an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined,  as 
follows : 


To  Cuba _ 95  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines _  5  per  centum 


Provided,  however,  That  whenever  the  quota  for  Cuba  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  other  than  section 
202  (d)  is  less  than  the  amount  required  by  the  provisions 
of  section  202  (d)  of  this  Act,  such  prorations  shall  be  as 
follows : 


To  Cuba -  98.  64  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 

the  Republic  of  the  Philippines _  1.  36  per  centum 


Any  portion  of  such  Philippine  deficit  which  the  Secretary 
determines  cannot  be  supplied  by  Cuba  shall  be  prorated  to 
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foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines.  No  part  of  any  Philippine  deficit  so  prorated 
may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(b)  if,  on  the  1st  day  of  September  in  any  calendar 
year,  any  part  or  all  of  the  proration  to  any  foreign  country 
of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  established  under  the  provisions 
of  section  202  (c)  has  not  been  filled,  the  Secretary  may 
revise  the  probation  of  such  quota  among  such  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  by  allotting  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  such  unfilled 
proration  to  such  foreign  countries  as  have  filled  their 
prorations  of  such  quota  by  such  date. 

(c)  The  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  Cuba,  or  other  foreign  countries  as  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  shall  not  be  reduced 
by  reason  of  any  determination  of  a  deficit  existing  hi  am' 
calendar  year  under  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and 
(b)  of  this  section  204. 

(d)  Any  proration  among  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  on  such  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
allotment  of  any  quota,  or  proration  thereof,  established  for 
any  area  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  is  necessary 
to  assure  an  orderly  and  adequate  flow  of  sugar  or  liquid 
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sugar  in  the  channels  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or 
to  prevent  disorderly  marketing  or  importation  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  or  to  maintain  a  continuous  and  stable  supply 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  afford  all  interested  persons 
an  equitable  opportunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
within  any  area’s  quota,  after  such  hearing  and  upon  such 
notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  he  shall  make  al¬ 
lotments  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof  by  allotting  to 
persons  who  market  or  import  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  for 
such  periods  as  lie  may  designate,  the  quantities  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  which  each  such  person  may  market  in 
continental  United  States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  or  Puerto 
Pico,  or  may  import  or  bring  into  continental  United  States, 
for  consumption  therein.  Allotments  shall  be  made  in  such 
manner  and  in  such  amounts  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient, 
and  equitable  distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof, 
by  taking  into  consideration  the  processings  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  to  which  propor¬ 
tionate  shares,  determined  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (b)  of  section  302,  pertained;  the  past  market¬ 
ings  or  importations  of  each  such  person;  and  the  ability 
of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that  portion  of  such 
quota  or  proration  thereof  allotted  to  him.  The  Secretary 
may  also,  upon  such  hearing  and  notice  as  he  may  by 
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regulations  prescribe,  revise  or  amend  any  such  allotment 
upon  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  allotment  was  made. 

(b)  An  appeal  may  be  taken,  in  the  manner  here¬ 
inafter  provided  from  any  decision  making  such  allotments, 
or  revisions  thereof,  to  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  in  any  of  the  following  cases: 

(1)  By  any  applicant  for  an  allotment  whose  applica- 
tion  shall  have  been  denied. 

(2)  By  any  person  aggrieved  bv  reason  of  any  decision 
of  the  Secretary  granting  or  revising  any  allotment  made 
to  him. 

(c)  Such  appeal  shall  be  taken  by  filing  with  said  court, 
within  twenty  days  after  the  decision  complained  of  is  effec¬ 
tive,  notice  in  writing  of  said  appeal  and  a  statement  of  the 
reasons  therefor,  together  with  proof  of  service  of  a  true  copy 
of  said  notice  and  statement  upon  the  Secretary.  Unless  a 
later  date  is  specified  by  the  Secretary  as  part  of  his  decision, 
the  decision  complained  of  shall  be  considered  to  be  effective 
as  of  the  date  on  which  public  announcement  of  the  decision 
is  made  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washing¬ 
ton.  The  Secretary  shall  thereupon,  and  in  any  event  not 
later  than  ten  days  from  the  date  of  such  service  upon  him, 
mail  or  otherwise  deliver  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal  to 
each  person  shown  by  the  records  of  the  Secretary  to  be 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


14 


interested  in  such  appeal  and  to  have  a  right  to  intervene 
therein  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  and  shall  at  all 
times  thereafter  permit  any  such  person  to  inspect  and  make 
copies  of  appellants’  reasons  for  said  appeal  at  the  office  of 
the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washington.  Within  thirty  days 
after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  the  Secretary  shall  file  with  the 
court  the  originals  or  certified  copies  of  all  papers  and  evi¬ 
dence  presented  to  him  upon  the  hearing  involved,  a  like 
copy  of  his  decision  thereon,  a  full  statement  in  writing  of 
the  facts  and  grounds  for  his  decisions  as  found  and  given 
by  him  and  a  list  of  all  interested  persons  to  whom  he  has 
mailed  or  otherwise  delivered  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal. 

(d)  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal 
any  interested  person  may  intervene  and  participate  in  the 
proceedings  had  upon  said  appeal  by  filing  with  the  court,  a 
notice  of  intention  to  intervene  and  a  verified  statement 
showing  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  such  party  together 
with  proof  of  service  of  true  copies  of  said  notice  and  state¬ 
ment,  both  upon  the  appellant  and  upon  the  Secretary.  Any 
person  who  would  be  aggrieved  or  whose  interests  would 
be  adversely  affected  by  reversal  or  modification  of  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Secretary  complained  of  shall  be  considered  an 
interested  party. 

(e)  At  the  earliest  convenient  time  the  court  shall 
hear  and  determine  the  appeal  upon  the  record  before  it, 
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1  and  shall  have  power,  upon  such  record,  to  enter  a  judgment 

2  affirming  or  reversing  the  decision,  and  if  it  enters  an  order 

3  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  it  shall  remand  the 

4  case  to  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  the  judgment  of  the 

5  court:  Provided ,  however,  That,  the  review  by  the  court 

6  shall  be  limited  to  questions  of  law  and  that  findings  of  fact 

7  by  the  Secretary,  if  supported  by  substantial  evidence,  shall 

8  be  conclusive  unless  it  shall  clearly  appear  that  the  findings 

9  of  the  Secretary  are  arbitrary  or  capricious.  The  court’s 

10  judgment  shall  be  final,  subject,  however,  to  review  by  the 

11  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  upon  writ  of  certiorari 

12  on  petition  therefor,  under  section  240  of  the  Judicial  Code, 
12  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  28,  sec.  347),  by  appellant, 

14  by  the  Secretary,  or  by  any  interested  party  intervening  in 

15  the  appeal. 

16  (f)  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  enter  judgment 

17  for  costs  in  favor  of  or  against  an  appellant,  and  other 

18  interested  parties  intervening  in  said  appeal,  but  not  against 

19  the  Secretary,  depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  issues  in- 

20  volved  in  such  appeal  and  the  outcome  thereof. 

21  Sec.  206.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  207  and 

22  408  relating  to  the  suspension  of  quotas,  sugar  quotas  shall 

23  be  established  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  the  calendar  year  1948 

24  within  ten  days  after  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

25  Sec.  207.  (a)  Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand 
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six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota 
for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct- 
consumption  sugar. 

(b)  Not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thou¬ 
sand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for 
Puerto  Pico  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct- 
consumption  sugar. 

(c)  None  of  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands  for  any 
calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  Not  more  than  fifty-six  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar 
of  the  quota  for  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  for  ari}r 
calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar 
as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of 
1946. 

(e)  Not  more  than  three  himdred  and  seventy-five 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Cuba  for 
any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the 
quotas  established  under  section  203  for  marketing  for  local 
consumption  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico. 

(g)  The  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas 

• 

established  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  the  enforcement 
provisions  of  title  II  applicable  thereto,  shall  continue  in 
effect  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  409  of  this  Act  unless  the  President 
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acting  thereunder  specifically  finds  and  proclaims  that  a 
national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect 
to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  requires  the  suspension  of 
direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas. 

Sec.  208.  Quotas  for  liquid  sugar  for  foreign  countries 
for  each  calendar  year  are  hereby  established  as  follows: 

In  terms  of  wine  gallons  of 

Country  72%  total  sugar  content 

Cuba _ _ _  7,970,558 

Dominican  Republic _  830,  894 

Other  foreign  countries _  0 

Sec.  209.  All  persons  are  hereby  prohibited — 

(a)  From  bringing  or  importing  into  the  continental 
United  States  from  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  or  foreign  countries,  (1)  any  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  after  the  applicable  quota,  or  the  proration  of 
any  such  quota,  has  been  filled,  or  (2)  any  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar  after  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  any 
such  quota  has  been  filled ; 

(b)  From  shipping,  transporting,  or  marketing  in  in¬ 
terstate  commerce,  or  in  competition  with  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  either  the  domestic-beet- 
sugar  area  or  the  mainland  cane-sugar  area  after  the  quota 
for  such  area  has  been  filled; 

(c)  From  marketing  in  either  the  Territory  of  Hawaii 

H.  R.  4075 - 3 
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or  Puerto  Rico,  for  consumption  therein,  any  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  after  the  quota  therefor  has  been  filled; 

(d)  From  exceeding  allotments  of  any  quota,  direct- 
consumption  portion  of  any  quota,  or  proration  of  any 
quota,  made  to  them  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  determinations  provided  for  in  sec¬ 
tions  201  and  203,  and  all  quotas,  prorations,  and  allot¬ 
ments,  except  quotas  established  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  section  208,  shall  be  made  or  established  in  terms  of  raw 
value. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  liquid  sugar,  except 
that  imported  from  foreign  countries,  shall  be  included  with 
sugar  in  making  the  determinations  provided  for  in  sec¬ 
tions  201  and  203  and  in  the  establishment  or  revision  of 
quotas,  prorations,  and  allotments. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  raw-value  equivalent  of  airy  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  in  any  form,  including  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
in  manufactured  products,  exported  from  the  continental 
United  States  under  the  provisions  of  section  313  of  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  be  credited  against  any  charges 
which  shall  have  been  made  in  respect  to  the  applicable 
quota  or  proration  for  the  country  of  origin.  The  country 
of  origin  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  respect  to  which  any 
credit  shall  be  established  shall  be  that  country  in  respect 
to  importation  from  which  draw-back  of  the  exported  sugar 
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or  liquid  sugar  has  been  claimed.  Sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
entered  into  the  continental  United  States  under  an  appli¬ 
cable  bond  established  pursuant  to  orders  or  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  express  purpose  of  subse- 
quently  exporting  the  equivalent  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  as  such,  or  in  manufactured  articles,  shall  not  he 
charged  against  the  applicable  quota  or  proration  for  the 
country  of  origin. 

(b)  Exportation  within  the  meaning  of  sections  309 
and  313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  he  considered  to  be 
exportation  within  the  meaning  of  this  section. 

(c)  The  quota  established  for  any  domestic  sugar- 
producing  area  may  be  filled  only  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  such  area : 
Provided,  however,  That  an}7  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  admitted 
free  of  duty  from  the  Virgin  Islands  under  the  Act  of  Con¬ 
gress,  approved  March  3,  1917  (39  Stat.  1133),  may  be 
admitted  within  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Sec.  212.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  apply  to 

(1)  the  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year; 

( 2 )  the.  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year 
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for  religions,  sacramental,  educational,  or  experimental  pur¬ 
poses;  (3)  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  coun¬ 
try,  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 
in  individual  sealed  containers  of  such  capacity  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  determine,  not  in  excess  of  one  and  one-tenth 
gallons  each;  or  (4)  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported, 
brought  into,  or  produced  or  manufactured  in  the  United 
States  for  the  distillation  of  alcohol,  or  for  livestock  feed, 
or  for  the  production  of  livestock  feed. 

TITLE  III— CONDITIONAL-PAYMENT 
PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  the  following  conditions  with  respect  to  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  the  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar : 

(a)  That  no  child  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  shall 
have  been  employed  or  permitted  to  work  on  the  farm, 
whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  person,  in  the 
production,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  a  crop  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  with  respect  to  which  application  for 
payment  is  made,  except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family 
of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40 
per  centum  of  the  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  per¬ 
formed;  and  that  no  child  between  the  ages  of  fourteen  and 
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1  sixteen  years  shall  have  been  employed  or  permitted  to  do 

2  such  work,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  per- 

3  son,  for  a  longer  period  than  eight  hours  in  any  one  day, 

4  except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family  of  a  person  who 

5  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40  per  centum  of  the 

6  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  performed.  The  Secretary 

7  is  authorized  to  make  payments,  notwithstanding  a  failure 

8  to  comply  with  the  conditions  provided  in  this  subsection, 

9  but  the  payments  made  with  respect  to  any  crop  shall  be 

10  subject  to  a  deduction  of  $10  for  each  child  for  each  day, 

11  or  a  portion  of  a  day,  during  which  such  child  was  employed 

12  or  permitted  to  work  contrary  to  the  foregoing  provisions 

13  of  this  subsection. 

14  (b)  That  there  shall  not  have  been  marketed  (or 

15  processed)  an  amount  (in  terms  of  planted  acreage,  weight, 

16  or  recoverable  sugar  content)  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 

17  grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for  the  production  of  sugar  or 
13  liquid  sugar  to  be  marketed  in,  or  so  as  to  compete  with  or 
19  otherwise  directly  affect  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  in 
29  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm,  as  determined 

21  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302, 

22  of  the  total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to 

23  be  processed  to  enable  the  area  in  which  such  sugar  beets 

24  or  sugarcane  are  produced  to  meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a 
2;>  normal  carry-over  inventory)  as  estimated  by  the  Secretary 
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1  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which  the  larger 

2  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop  normally 

3  would  be  marketed. 

4  Sec.  302.  (a)  The  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 

5  with  respect  to  which  payment  may  be  made  shall  be  the 

6  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable, 

7  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  from  the  sugar  beets  or 

8  sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  marketed  (or  processed  by 

9  the  producer)  not  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the 

10  farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  quantity  of 

11  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 

12  sugar  required  to  he  processed  to  enable  the  producing  area 

13  in  which  the  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  is  grown  to 

14  meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory) 

15  estimated  by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year 
10  during  which  the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from 

17  such  crop  normally  would  be  marketed. 

18  (b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with  re- 

19  spect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary  may  take  into  consideration 

20  the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 

21  marketed  (or  processed)  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 

22  sugar  and  the  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugar- 

23  cane,  and  the  Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect 

24  the  interests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the 
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interests  of  producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants, 
adherent  planters,  or  share  croppers. 

(c)  Payments  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  sugar  beets 
and  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  commencing  with  the  crop 
year  1948. 

Sec.  303.  In  addition  to  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  with  respect  to  which  payments  are  authorized  under 
subsection  (a)  of  section  302,  the  Secretary  is  also  author¬ 
ized  to  make  payments,  on  the  conditions  provided  in  section 
301,  with  respect  to  bona  fide  abandonment  of  planted  acre¬ 
age  and  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage,  resulting  from 
drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze,  disease,  or  insects,  which  cause 
such  damage  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  crop  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  in  the  same  factory  district  (as  established 
by  the  Secretary) ,  county,  parish,  municipality,  or  local  pro¬ 
ducing  area,  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary,  on  the  following  quantities  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar :  ( 1 )  With  respect  to  such  bona  fide  abandon¬ 
ment  of  each  planted  acre  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  one- 
third  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recoverable  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  per  acre  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary;  and  (2)  with  respect  to  such  crop  deficiencies  of 
harvested  acreage  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  the  excess  of 
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80  per  centum  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recover¬ 
able  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  for  such  acreage  for  the  farm,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  over  the  actual  yield. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  The  amount  of  the  base  rate  of  payment 
shall  be  80  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar,  raw  value. 

(b)  All  payments  shall  be  calculated  with  respect  to 
a  farm  which,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  shall  be  a  farm¬ 
ing  unit  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary,  and  in  making  such  determinations,  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  use  of  common 
work  stock,  equipment,  labor,  management,  and  other  per¬ 
tinent  factors. 


(c)  The  total  payment  with  respect  to  a  farm  shall  be 
the  product  of  the  base  rate  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  multiplied  by  the  amount  of  sugar  and  liquid 
sugar,  raw  value,  with  respect  to  which  payment  is  to  be 
made,  except  that  reduction  shall  be  made  from  such  total 


payment  in  accordance  with  the  following  scale  of  reductions: 


That  portion  of  the  quantity  of 
sugar  and  liquid  sugar  which  is 
included  within  the  following  in¬ 
tervals  of  short  tons,  raw  value 

350  to  700 _ 

700  to  1,000 _ 

1,000  to  1,500 _ 

1,500  to  3,000 _ 

3,000  to  6,000 _ 

6,000  to  12,000 _ 

12,000  to  30,000 _ 

More  than  30,000 _ 


Reduction  in  the  base  rate 
of  payment  per  hundred¬ 
weight  of  such  portion 

_ $0.  05 

_  .  10 

_  .20 

_  .  25 

_  .  275 

_  .  30 

_  .  325 

_  .50 
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(d)  Application  for  payment  shall  be  made  by,  and 
payments  shall  be  made  to,  the  producer  or,  in  the  event 
of  his  death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency,  his  legal 
representative,  or  heirs:  Provided ,  however,  That  all  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  farm  shall  signify  in  the  application  for  pay¬ 
ment  the  percentage  of  the  total  payment  with  respect  to 
the  farm  to  be  made  to  each  producer:  And  provided  further, 
That  payments  may  be  made,  ( 1 )  in  the  event  of  the 
death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency  of  a  producer,  to 
such  beneficiary  as  the  producer  may  designate  in  the 
application  for  payment;  (2)  to  one  producer  of  a  group  of 
two  or  more  producers,  provided  all  producers  on  the  farm 
designate  such  producer  in  the  application  for  payment  as 
sole  recipient  for  their  benefit  of  the  payment  with  respect 
to  the  farm;  or  (3)  to  a  person  who  is  not  a  producer,  pro¬ 
vided  such  person  controls  the  land  included  within  the 
farm  with  respect  to  which  the  application  for  payment  is 
made  and  is  designated  by  the  sole  producer  (or  all  pro¬ 
ducers)  on  the  farm,  as  sole  recipient  for  his  or  their  benefit, 
of  the  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm. 

Sec.  305.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  titles  II 
and  III  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  utilize 
local  committees  of  sugar  beet  or  sugarcane  producers,  State 
and  county  agricultural  conservation  committees,  or  the 
Agricultural  Extension  Service  and  other  agencies,  and  the 
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Secretary  may  prescribe  that  all  or  a  part  of  the  expenses  of 
such  committees  may  be  deducted  from  the  payments  herein 
authorized. 

Sec.  306.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis  for  any  pay¬ 
ment,  or  the  amount  thereof  authorized  to  be  made  under 
this  title,  officially  determined  in  conformity  with  rules  or 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  reviewable 
only  by  the  Secretary,  and  his  determinations  with  respect 
thereto  shall  be  final  and  conclusive. 

Sec.  307.  This  title  shall  apply  to  the  continental  United 
States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
may  make  such  expenditures  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  including  personal  services 
and  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere. 

Sec.  402.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  each  fiscal  year  for  the  purposes  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  this  Act  the  funds  necessary  to  make  the  payments 
provided  for  in  title  III  of  this  Act  and  such  other  amounts 
as  the  Congress  determines  to  be  necessary  for  such  fiscal 
year  to  carry  out  the  other  provisions  of  the  Act. 

(b)  All  funds  available  for  carrying  out  this  Act  shall 
be  available  for  allotment  to  the  bureaus  and  offices  of  the 
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Department  of  Agriculture  and  for  transfer  to  such  other 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  as  the  Secretary  may 
request  to  cooperate  or  assist  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 

(c)  The  funds  made  available  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  Secretary  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal 
year  1948  are  also  hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary 
for  purposes  of  administration  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
during  the  fiscal  year  1948. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such 
orders  or  regulations,  which  shall  have  the  force  and  effect 
of  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  powers  vested 
in  him  by  this  Act.  Any  person  knowingly  violating  any 
order  or  regulation  of  the  Secretary  issued  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall,  upon  conviction,  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  $100  for  each  such  violation. 

(b)  Each  determination  issued  fty  the  Secretary  in  con¬ 
nection  with  quotas  and  deficits  under  title  II  or  payments 
under  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  promptly  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  statement 
of  the  bases  and  considerations  upon  which  such  determina¬ 
tion  was  made. 

Sec.  404.  The  several  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  are  hereby  vested  with  jurisdiction  specifically  to  en- 
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force,  and  to  prevent  and  restrain  any  person  from  violating, 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  or  of  any  order  or  regulation  made 
or  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act.  If  and  when  the  Secretary 
shall  so  request,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district 
attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their  respective  districts, 
to  institute  proceedings  to  enforce  the  remedies  and  to  collect 
the  penalties  and  forfeitures  provided  for  in  this  Act.  The 
remedies  provided  for  in  this  Act  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and 
not  exclusive  of,  any  of  the  remedies  or  penalties  existing  at 
law  or  in  equity. 

Sec.  405.  Any  person  who  knowingly  violates,  or  at¬ 
tempts  to  violate,  or  who  knowingly  participates  or  aids 
in  the  violation  of,  any  of  the  provisions  of  section  209,  or 
any  person  who  brings  or  imports  into  the  continental  United 
States  direct-consumption  sugar  after  the  quantities  specified 
in  section  207  have  been  filled,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United 
States  the  sum  equal  to  three  times  the  market  value,  at 
the  time  of  the  commission  of  any  such  act,  (a)  of  that 
quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  by  which  any  quota,  pro¬ 
ration,  or  allotment  is  exceeded,  or  (b)  of  that  quantity 
brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States  after 
the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  which 
forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  All  persons  engaged  in  the  manufacturing, 
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marketing,  or  transportation  or  industrial  use  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  and  having  information  which  the  Secretary 
deems  necessary  to  enable  him  to  administer  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  shall,  upon  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  fur¬ 
nish  him  with  such  information.  Any  person  willfully  fail¬ 
ing  or  refusing  to  furnish  such  information  or  furnishing 
willfully  any  false  information,  shall  upon  conviction  be 
subject  to  a  penalty  of  not  more  than  $1,000  for  each  such 
violation. 

Sec.  407.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in  any  official 
capacity  in  the  administration  of  this  Act,  invest  or  speculate 
in  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  contracts  relating  thereto,  or  the 
stock  or  membership  interests  of  any  association  or  corpora¬ 
tion  engaged  in  the  production  or  manufacturing  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar.  Any  person  violating  this  section  shall 
upon  conviction  thereof  he  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

Sec.  408.  Whenever  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  the  President  finds  and  proclaims  that  a  national  eco¬ 
nomic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  he  shall  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation, 
except  as  provided  in  section  207  of  this  Act,  of  all  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  II  above,  and,  thereafter,  the  operation  of  such 
title  shall  continue  in  suspense  until  the  President  finds  and 
proclaims  that  the  facts  which  occasioned  such  suspension  no 


30 


1  longer  exist.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  investigations 

2  and  reports  thereon  to  the  President  as  may  be  necessary  to 

3  aid  him  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

4  Sec.  409.  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 

5  action  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  he 

6  is  authorized,  if  first  requested  by  individuals  or  associations 

7  constituting  or  representing  a  substantial  proportion  of  the 

8  persons  affected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar-produc- 

9  ing  areas,  to  make  for  such  area  surveys  and  investigations  to 
19  the  extent  he  deems  necessary,  including  the  holding  of  public 

11  hearings,  and  to  make  recommendations  with  respect  to  (a) 

12  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  the  producers 

13  and  processors  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area  and 

11  (b)  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  laborers 

15  and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area.  In 

18  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  information  shall 
17  not  he  made  public  with  respect  to  the  individual  operations 
13  of  any  processor,  producer,  or  laborer. 

19  Sec.  410.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  conduct  sur- 

20  veys,  investigations,  and  research  relating  to  the  conditions 

21  and  factors  affecting  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 

22  effectively  the  purposes  of  this  Act  and  for  the  benefit  of 

23  agriculture  generally  in  any  area.  Notwithstanding  any 
21  provision  of  existing  law,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make 
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public  such  information  as  lie  deems  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  411.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under 
this  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1952,  except 
that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 
title  III  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1952  and 
previous  crop  years. 

Sec.  412.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  where  an 
earlier  effective  date  is  provided  for  herein,  shall  become 
effective  January  1,  1948.  As  provided  in  section  513  of 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary 
under  that  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1947,  except 
that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 
title  III  of  that  Act  under  programs  thereunder  applicable 
to  the  crop  year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 

TITLE  V— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  INTERNAL 

REVENUE  CODE 

Sec.  501.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3507  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  (relating  to  the  definition  of  “manu¬ 
factured  sugar”)  is  amended  by  inserting  in  the  parenthesis 
after  the  word  “added”  therein  the  following:  “or  developed 
in  the  product”. 

(b)  Section  3508  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  (relat¬ 
ing  to  termination  of  taxes)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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“SEC.  3508.  TERMINATION  OF  TAXES. 

“No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  on  the 
manufacture,  use,  or  importation  of  sugar  or  articles  com¬ 
posed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  after  June  30,  1953.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  3490  or  3500,  no  tax 
shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  with  respect  to  unsold 
sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  on  June  30,  1953,  or  with 
respect  to  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar 
held  in  customs  custody  or  control  on  such  date. 

With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief 
value  of  sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed  under  section  3500 
has  been  paid  and  which,  on  June  30,  1953,  are  held  by  the 
importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other  disposition,  there 
shall  he  refunded  (without  interest)  to  such  importer,  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  regulations  as  may  he  prescribed  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Customs  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar 
or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar.” 

(c)  The  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 

i 

provided  for  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  upon  the 
first  day  of  the  second  month  following  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 
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ivy.  Any  effort  to  take  them  from 
urmer  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Navy  De¬ 
partment  and  put  them  under  some  other 
department  at  the  present  time  would  be 
merely\tarting  their  local  economy  on 
the  road  No  the  poorhouse. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems  to  me  that,  as  we 
discuss  thesk  matters  of  the  independ¬ 
ence  of  the  United  States  and  of  our  ef¬ 
forts  to  be  of  hNp  to  all  other  nations  of 
the  world,  it  is  about  time  we  should  give 
a  little  thought  ari^  do  a  little  something 
in  the  way  of  allowing  local  civil  govern¬ 
ment  and  human  rights  to  the  people 
who  are  under  our  owh.  domination.  It 
is  nice  to  help  everyone  Nse  but  it  would 
be  nice  also  to  take  care  oXpur  own  peo¬ 
ple,  among  whom  the  peopleS?f  Guam  de¬ 
serve  an  honored  place 

The  SPEAKER  gro  tempore.NThe  time 
of  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Bradley]  has  expired.  \ 

ATOMIC  BOMB  \ 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  a$k 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  5  min\ 
utes  and  to  revise  and  extend  my  re-\ 
marks. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
listened  with  a  great  deal  of  interest  to 
the  discussion  today,  and  my  remarks 
have  no  reference  to  the  remarks  of  any 
particular  individual. 

A  year  ago  today  I  was  serving  on  the 
President’s  Atomic  Bomb  Evaluation 
Committee  in  the  Bikini  Lagoon,  in  the 
South  Pacific.  We  had  just  witnessed 
the  first  controlled  experimental  drop¬ 
ping  of  an  atomic  bomb.  Slightly  less 
than  a  year  previous  to  that,  August 
9-12,  1945,  the  two  first  atomic  bombs 
used  in  warfare  had  been  dropped  upon 
the  Japanese  industrial  cities  of  Hiro¬ 
shima  and  Nagasaki.  A  year  ago,  short¬ 
ly  after  today,  I  visited  those  two  cities 
in  Japan.  I  saw  with  my  own  eyes  a  city 
of  a  hundred  thousand,  approximately 
the  size  of  the  city  of  Long  Beach,  Calif., 
where  the  gentleman  who  has  just 
spoken  comes  from,  completely  wiped  out 
by  one  bomb  dropped  from  a  B-29. 
Eighty  thousand  people  lost  their  live, 
when  that  bomb  exploded,  and  the  c: 
was  destroyed. 

I  went  next  to  the  city  of  Nagasakjfand 
saw  a  like  terrible  illustration  of  tbss  new 
and  terrible  power  which  had  b^en  dis¬ 
covered  by  man. 

The  horror  of  the  atomic  t$mb  is  lost 
in  the  failure  of  our  citizensfto  realize  its 
terrible  destructiveness.  JLt  the  people 
throughout  the  world  raftlly  understood 
the  potential  threat  tri  their  very  ex¬ 
istence,  they  would/forcS'  cooperation 
upon  their  leaders. 

The  summer  previous,  a  few  days  after 
the  war  ended  iar  Europe,  I  had  the  op¬ 
portunity  of  visiting  the  cities  in  Ger¬ 
many  such  ^Frankfort,  Hamburg,  and 
others."  I  s&w  those  cities  in  their  de¬ 
stroyed  cgjfdition,  and  they  remain  that 
way  tod^y.  I  realized  the  tremendous 
effort  ih  terms  of  manpower,  money, 
equipment,  and  life  which  was  utilized  in 
the  destruction  of  the  cities  of  Europe, 
and  which  is  the  cause  of  the  terrible 
devastation  in  that  country  not  only  in 


the  physical  sense  but  also  in  the  moral 
and  in  the  political  sense;  and  I  thought 
of  the  great  fleets  of  700  bombers  that 
went  out  from  England — and  I  was  there 
and  saw  some  of  them  go  out  in  1944. 
Conditions  have  changed  since  VE-day 
and  it  is  not  necessary  to  send  out  700 
bombers  at  a  time,  it  is  necessary  to  pen¬ 
etrate  with  only  one  bomber  with  one 
atomic  bomb,  and  drop  it  on  a  city  the 
size  of  Frankfort  and  create  the  de¬ 
struction  that  had  been  created  by  hun¬ 
dreds  and  hundreds  of  B-29’s. 

Shortly  after  that  I  flew  from  the  city 
of  Bethlehem  in  Palestine,  the  Tel  Aviv 
Airport,  a  distance  of  8,000  miles  back 
to  San  Francisco  in  36  flying  hours  by  a 
plane  that  was  slow,  a  C-54 — slow  in 
comparison  to  what  we  have  today.  It  is 
possible  today  to  fly  from  Washington  to 
San  Francisco,  a  distance  of  3,000  miles 
in  some  7  hours  by  high-speed  bomber 
with  an  atomic  bomb. 

I  am  bringing  up  these  facts  for  the 
one  purpose  of  illustrating  that  we  live 
in  a  different  world  today  than  we  have 
ever  lived  in  before.  We  live  in  a  world 
Where  the  concern  of  conditions  in  Euj 
X>pe  is  as  vital  to  us  in  this  country  J 
tl»  concern  of  conditions  in  New  Y^rk 
wa&io  the  people  of  Virginia  in  Rajrolu- 
tionaW  days.  It  takes  less  tim^o  go 
from  here  to  Moscow  or  Berliif  by  air 
than  it\ook  to  go  from  Newr  York  to 
Washingtkp  by  horse  in  R^lutionary 
times. 

I  am  at  tlik  present  tim^ a  member  of 
the  Joint  Committee  oiymomic  Energy 
of  the  House  and  the  Jeenate.  Most  of 
our  hearings  are\ehyfM  closed  doors.  I 
think  we  members Xfthat  committee  are 
afraid  to  talk  onrohat  subject  today, 
afraid  that  we  »fightVn advertently  say 
something  which  we  should  not  say;  but 
I  say  in  all  sincerity  thaftumless  there  is 
control  of  atomic  energy  me  world  that 
we  know  wjifi  go  up  in  flamesNand  within 
a  few  ye^rs.  Unless  that  control  is  ef- 
fectuataa  through  international  control 
there  ^will  be  no  control.  I  stand  100 
per^mt  behind  the  Baruch  proposal. 
WMen  I  picked  up  the  paper  this  nrorn- 
irfg  and  saw  that  the  Prime  Minister’s 
onference  had  failed,  a  shudder  wer 
through  my  body  because  I  realized  tha? 
one  more  step  had  been  taken  toward 
what  seemed  inevitable  atomic  war. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  time 
of  the  gentleman  from  California  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  may  proceed  for  three  additional 
minutes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  •  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  The  gentleman 
referred  to  the  question  of  the  interna¬ 
tional  control  of  atomic  energy  and  the 
fact  that  he  is  a  member  of  the  Joint 
Committee  of  the  House  and  Senate  on 
Atomic  Energy.  Does  the  gentleman 
have  any  fear  of  international  control  of 
atomic  energy  insofar  as  the  moral  in¬ 
tegrity  and  intellectual  honesty  of  the 
international  relationships  of  the  United 


States  with  any  other  nation  in  the  world 
are  concerned?  And  if  he  has  any  s,uch 
fear  what  nation  in  the  world  does  he 
have  the  most  fear  of  on  account /f  lack 
of  control  of  atomic  energy? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  will  b/  glad  to 
give  my  friend  an  answer  on^that  which 
I  hope  will  be  frank. 

I  feel  that  internatiopfil  control  is 
necessary,  as  I  said.  I  believe  it  has  to 
come  through  an  international  organiza¬ 
tion.  I  know  the  difficulties  are  great, 
but  I  know  that  tjjfat  control  must  be 
established. 

Mr.  Speaker,  D&m  going  to  say  some¬ 
thing  which  I  tf&ve  never  said  before  in 
public  and  itns  along  the  line  of  what 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  said  tWuay.  I  have  been  one  of  those 
who  has^hought  it  possible  to  obtain 
internafional  agreement.  I  have  not 
concluded  yet  that  it  is  not  entirely  pos¬ 
sibly  But  when  I  see  things  happen  like 
thjnailure  of  the  ministers’  conference  in 
iris,  because  of  the  action  of  the  Rus- 
fian  representative,  a  chill  of  fear  grips 
my  heart,  because  I  believe  that  the 
policy  of  noncooperation  which  has  been 
evidenced  by  the  refusal  of  Russia  to 
participate  in  all  the  different  auxiliary 
organizations  of  the  United  Nations  and 
to  cooperate  with  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  of  the  United  Nations  repre¬ 
sents  a  real  danger  to  world  peace. 
When  I  see  a  continuance  of  that  policy 
of  noncooperation  I  realize  that  we  are 
crystallizing  into  a  condition  of  separa¬ 
tion  which,  in  my  opinion,  will  inevitably 
lead  to  atomic  war. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  I  do  not  want  to 
press  the  gentleman  for  an  answer,  but 
does  he  have  any  doubt  of  the  moral  in¬ 
tegrity  and  intellectual  honesty  of  those 
representing  the  United  States  in  any 
international  agreement  in  reference  to 
atomic  energy  control?  Does  he  have 
any  doubt  of  the  moral  integrity  and  in¬ 
tellectual  honesty  of  our  representatives 
in  establishing  international  control  of 
atomic  energ-? 

Mr.  HOLIi  .  ELD.  Speaking  of  Mr. 
Baruch? 

■  Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Our  representa¬ 
tions. 

r.  HOLIFIELD.  No.  I  have  perfect 
confiaence  in  the  sincerity  of  the  United 
StatesXepresentatives  in  the  United  Na¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  have  dtay  doubt  about  the  moral  in¬ 
tegrity  and  intellectual  honesty  of  those 
representing  Russia,  or  Russia  itself,  in 
establishing  international  control  of 
atomic  energy? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD\  I  have  very  grave 
doubts  about  them.Vt  have  arrived  at 
that  point  reluctantlX^hoping  that  co¬ 
operative  solution  coulckbe  reached  be¬ 
tween  Russia’s  representatives  and  ours. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  I  ai\glad  to  have 
that  answer. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  say  tffet  unless 
international  accord  is  reached^,  there 
will  be  atomic  war  between  nations  and 
if  atomic  war  comes  it  means  the  elad  of 
civilization. 

\  • 
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^Ihe  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 

has\expired. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mi-. ’HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  address  the  House  for 

1  minute^ 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas? 

There  wa\no  objection. 

THE  LAT  A  GARRETT  WHITESIDE 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  evening 
a  much  belovedVitizen  of  my  State  and 
for  40  years  a  sAretary  to  Members  of 
Congress  died  in  tftp  city  of  Washington. 
I  refer  to  Garrett  Whiteside,  who  came 
to  the  Capitol  as  a  young  man  to  serve  as 
secretary  to  the  late  Ben  Cravens,  of  Ar¬ 
kansas.  Of  the  present  membership, 
only  the  gentleman  fi\m  Illinois  [Mr. 
Sabath]  was  a  Member^  of  the  House 
when  Garrett  Whitesid\  arrived.  He 
served  in  later  years  as  secretary  to  Hon. 
T.  H.  Caraway  and  Hon.  Hanfcie  Caraway, 
Members  of  the  United  States  Senate. 
From  1945  to  1947  he  was  a  member  of 
the  staff  of  the  Secretary  of  trite  Senate. 
He  was  widely  known  for  his  Bong  and 
faithful  service  here  and  for  his  writings 
on  Washington  life.  His  column  ,\which 
appeared  in  leading  newspapers  i\  Ar¬ 
kansas,  was  a  popular  feature  andVro- 
voked  a  familiar  opening  for  a  conversa¬ 
tion,  “Garrett  Whiteside  says.”  He 
numbered  his  friends  by  the  thousanc 
and  in  spite  of  his  long  participation  if 
public  affairs  had  scarcely  an  enemy. 

He  enjoyed  and  cultivated  his  friend¬ 
ships,  not  to  profit  by  them,  but  because 
he  loved  people  and  wanted  to  help  the 
He  was  one  of  the  friendliest  and  one 
of  the  most  industrious  secretaries  who 
ever  served  on  Capitol  Hill. 

He  was  an  exceptional  hurbanrf  and 
father,  and  exemplified  the  finest' quali- 
ties  in  our  American  family  l/fe.  He 
was  an  ardent  churchman  andya  worker 
in  many  good  causes.  His  life  was  an 
unselfish  one.  He  will  be  /missed  by 
thousands  of  friends  who  lo/ed  him  and 
appreciated  his  contribute  i  to  our  of¬ 
ficial  life.  * 

iMr.  HAYl  asked  antywas  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and/  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  was  granted  /s  follows: 

To  Mr.  Cole  of  Missouri  (at  the  reqtiest 
of  Mr.  Halleck)  ^Indefinitely,  on  account 
of  illness. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  BRADLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  Jro  revise  and  extend  the  re¬ 
marks  he  Previously  made  today. 

Trolled  bill  signed 

Mr.  IJfCOMPTE,  from  the  Committee 
on  Ho/;e  Administration,  reported  that 
that  committee  had  examined  and  found 
trul3f  enrolled  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title,  which  was  thereupon 
sigped  by  the  Speaker: 

.E.4031.  An  act  making  appropriations 
meet  emergencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1948,  and  for  other  purposes. 


BILL  PRESENTED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE,  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration,  reported  mat 
that  committee  did  on  July  2,  1947,  .pre¬ 
sent  to  the  President,  for  his  approval,  a 
bill  of  the  House  of  the  following  tale: 

H.  R.  2700.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency,  and  related  independent  agen¬ 
cies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Jqfoe  30,  1948, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT; 

Mr.  LOVE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  do  now  adjourj 

The  motion  was  agreed  to ;  accordingly 
(at  3  o’clock  and  4  mhmtes  p.  m.) ,  under 
its  previous  order,  th/  House  adjourned 
until  Monday,  July  If,  1947,  at  12  o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE  COJi 


1ICATIONS,  ETC. 


Under  clause  f  of  rule  XXIV,  executive 
communications  were  taken  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  and  referred  as  follows: 

886.  A  lettqr  from  the  Secretary  of  War, 
transmitting/fe  letter  from  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  United  States  Army,  dated  March  17, 
1947,  submitting  a  report,  together  with  ac- 
companymg  papers  and  illustrations,  on  a 
review  of  reports  on  Westcott  Cove,  Conn., 
requested  by  a  resolution  of  the  Committee 
on  Rivers  and  Harbors,  House  of  Representa- 
tives, /adopted  on  October  19,  1945  (H.  Doc. 
No.  379);  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and/  ordered  to  be  printed,  with  two  illus- 
tr  art  ions. 

/887.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  War, 
ransmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  United  States  Army,  dated  March  17, 
1947,  submitting  a  report,  together  with  ac¬ 
companying  papers  and  an  illustration,  on  a 
preliminary  examination  and  survey  of  chan¬ 
nel  from  Kent  Island  Narrows  to  Wells  Cove, 
tester  River,  Md.,  authorized  by  the  River 
anV  Harbor  Act  approved  on  March  2,  1945 
(H.\doc.  No.  380);  to  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be  printed,  with 
an  illustration. 

888.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  War, 
transmmting  a  letter  from  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  UMted  States  Army,  dated  March  18, 
1947,  submitting  a  report,  together  with  ac¬ 
companying  papers  and  an  illustration,  on  a 
preliminarraxamination  and  survey  of  Cam¬ 
bridge  Harbor,  Md.,  authorized  by  the  River 
and  Harbor  At  approved  on  March  2,  1945 
(H.  Doc.  No.  3f\) ;  to  the  Committee  on  Pub' 
lie  Works  and  offered  to  be  printed,  with  an 
illustration. 

889.  A  letter  frMn  the  Secretary  of  War, 
transmitting  a  dr*t  of  a  proposed  bill  to 
equalize  retirementVenefits  among  members 
of  the  Nurse  Corps  onthe  Army  and  the  Navy, 
and  for  other  purpose\  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

890.  A  letter  from  th\  Secretary  of  State, 
transmitting  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  payment  of  compensation  to  the 
governments  of  foreign  countries  for  losses 
and  damages  inflicted  on  neutral  territory 
during  World  War  II  by  United  States  armed 
forces  in  violation  of  neutral  rights,  and  au¬ 
thorizing  appropriations  therefor;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  01?i  PUBLIC 
BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the 'Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  p neper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois:  Committee  on  Rule 
House  Resolution  270.  Resolution  providing 


.for  the  consideration  of  H.  R.  1639,  a  by 
tp  amend  the  Employers’  Liability  Act/so 
ak  to  limit  venue  in  actions  broughfr  in 
Uimed  States  district  courts  or  in  /state 
court;  under  such  act;  without  amendment 
(Reprt  No.  788).  Referred  to  th/  House 
Calends 

Mi-.  A.]3len  of  Illinois;  Committal  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  271.  Resolution  providing 
for  the  confederation  of  Conci/rent  Resolu¬ 
tion  54,  concurrent  resoluti/n  to  provide 
for  the  use  o\  Schick  General  Hospital  at 
Clinton,  Iowa,  'for  the  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration;  withou\  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
789).  Referred  tc^he  douse  Calendar. 

Mr.  BURKE:  Committee  on  Merchant  Ma¬ 
rine  and  Fisheries,  yt.  R.  3043.  A  bill  to 
provide  for  the  trarunot  of  certain  lands  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  InXrior,  and  for  other 
purposes;  with  arn£ndipenfc  (Rept.  No.  790). 
Referred  to  thyCommittae  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  Create  of  the  Itoion. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts :  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Veterans’  Affairs.  HI  R.  4055.  A 
bill  to  provide  increases  in  the  rates  of  pen¬ 
sion  payable  to  veterans  of  IndianWars  and 
the  dependents  of  such  veterans;  ^without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  794).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  o^  the 
Stat^/of  the  Union. 

Mr.  KNUTSON:  Committee  on  Ways  Mad 
Mteans.  H.  R.  3950.  A  bill  to  reduce  indr 
yrnual  income  tax  payments;  without^ 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  795).  Referred  to 
f  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 


-State  fif. 


Vaipii. 


Mr.  HOPE:  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
H.  R.  4075.  A  bill  to  regulate  commerce 
among  the  several  States,  with  the  Terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States, 
and  with  foreign  countries;  to  protect  the 
welfare  of  consumers  of  sugars  and  of 
those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar -produc¬ 
ing  industry;  to  promote  the  export  trade  of 
the  United  States;  and  for  other  purposes; 
without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  796) .  Re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON  PRIVATE 
BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Jnder  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  repor 
of  Committees  were  delivered  to  the  Cl§ 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  prj 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  FELLOWS:  Committee  on  the/ Judi¬ 
ciary.  SV1360.  An  act  for  the  relie/of  Eric 
Seddon;  Vithout  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
791).  Refared  to  the  Commltt/e  of  the 
Whole  House 

Mr.  FELLOES:  Committee  afi  the  Judi¬ 
ciary.  H.  R.  2850.  A  bill  fojfthe  relief  of 
Mrs.  Daisy  Pai\  Farrow;  vmhout  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  \02) .  Refe^'ed  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House 

Mr.  FELLOWS:  ^omnufttee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary.  H.  R.  1931.  MU  for  the  relief  of 
the  alien,  Michael  SWHo;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  793)  ./Referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole/Ioase. 


PUBLIC  BILL/  AND 


^SOLUTIONS 


Under  clainre  3  of  rul^XXII,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follows: 

By  Ma  BEALL ; 

H.  R.  4036.  A  bill  authorizing  tflg  State  of 
Maryland/  by  and  through  its  Stkte  roads 
commis/fon  or  the  successors  of  said  com¬ 
mission  to  construct,  maintain,  and  Vperate 
a  tolybridge  or  tunnel  or  combined  \ridge 
and  funnel  across  or  under  the  Chesapeake 
Bay/  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  from  a  plaint 
'Anne  Arundel  County  at  or  near  Sanyly 
bint  to  a  point  approximately  opposite 
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1.  SUGAR.  -The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution. for  consideration  of ,  and 

-waiving,  points.  a-f  order  on,  H.  R.  4075»  .t.he  sugar  hill  (p.  S561).  „The.hill.  is 
to  he  debated-  Tliurs.  4  \  • 

This  hill  provides  as  follows:  Reenacts  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  with  changes 
extends  the  termination  date  from  Dec.  31,  19^7 >  to  Lee.  .31,  1952,  and  extends 
the  -sugar  tax- to  July  i,  - 1953®  Changes  the  method  of  estimating  .each  year  the 
quantity  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  consumer  requirements  in  continental  U.  S, 
Establishes  quotas  for  domestic  areas  in  specific  amounts  and,  after  apportion¬ 
ment  of  a  quota. of  952,000  short  tons  to  the  Philippines,  apportions,  the  re- 

.  ma index  of  the  consumption  estimate  to  foreign' countries.  Guarantees  Cuba  a 
.  minimum  quota,- after  reallocation  of  deficits,  ; equivalent  r to  the  share  provided 
for  Cuba  in  the  Act.  Authorizes-  the  Secretary  to  withhold  or  withdraw  any  • 
quota  increase  for  any  foreign  country  over  that  provided  for  such  country  under 
the  Act  if  such  country,  denies  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  U*  S.,  nationals 
and  business.  Provides  for  dTloce.tion  'of  any:  Philippine  deficit  to  Cuba  (95$) 
and  full-duty  countries,,  Provides  that,.  If  the  Cuban ’quota  after  reallotment  of 
deficits  falls  belo.-w  28.6$,  except  for  the  provisions  .mentioned  above,-  the  -pro- 
ration -to  full-duty  countries  would  be  1.3 6$  instead  of-  5$  a-jdcl  that  the  Cuban 
quota  be  increased  accordingly.  Requires  establishment.  of  quotas  for  the  calen¬ 
dar  year  1948  within  the-  first  10  days  of  that  year.  Provides  that  the  direct 
consumption  port-ion  of  the  quotas  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  unless  the 
President  finds  that  emergency  exists^  '  Deletes  certain  conditions  for  sugar 
payments  regarding  fair  wages,  soil— conservation  requirements,  and  fair  prices. 
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Provid-es  for  a  refund  on  inventories  of  manufactured  sugar  on  hand  at  the  time 
of  tax  termination*  Also  contains  a  number  of  technical  and  clarifying  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Sugar  Act* 


2.  WAR  POWERS*  Reps.  Michener*  Springer,  and  Cravens  were  appointed  conferees  on 
H.  R.  3647*  to  continue  certain,  export*- control,  allocation,  and  priorities 
powers  (p.  8497).  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  July  3*  For  House  and 
Senate  versions,  see  Digest  ,123« 

?ION«  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a -resolution  for .  consideration  of 
395P,  the  tax-reduction  bill,  which  is  the  same  as  the  vetoed  bill  except., 
the\ffective - date  is  changed  to  -Jan.  1,  1942  (p.  2497)* 

4*  PROPERTTSPROTECTION*  Passed -without  .amendment  H,  R.  3219,  which  aut^^izes  FWA 
■to  appoixuk  special  policemen  for  duty  on  .Federal  property  under  FT^r  jurisdic¬ 
tion -and,  u^on- application  of  a  department  or  agency,  to  pro  tect^cuil  dings  and 
other  property  under  such  department  or  agency  (p.  8500)* 

5*  FLOOD' CONTROL*  Passed  without  .amendment  H»  R,  3l46,  to  auth^Tize  this  Department 
to  'make  flood-contaol  examinations  and  surveys  of  watersheds  concerning  which 
the  War  Department  rk  authorized  to  make  such,  surveys  ragardiig  waterways,  and 
to  authorize  this  Department  to  make  supplemental  flo^r  control  reports  when 
requested  by  either  Public  Works  Committee  (p,  2500^ 

6*  CIVIL-SERVICE  RETIREMENT*  P\ssed  as  reported  H*  2C  1995,  to  provide  for  the  re¬ 
turn  of  the  amount  of  deductions,  from  the  pay  op  any  employee  who  is  separated 
from  Government  service  or  transferred  to  a  n^ition  not  within  the  purview  of 
the  Retirement  Act  before  conpler^ng  IQ  ° f  service  (pp»  2 502- 3)  * 

7*  ACCOUNTING.  Passed  id th out  anendmentSs#y^l6,  which  provides  for  establishment 
of  a  special  deposit  account  or  acco-cuMs  with  the  U.  S.  Treasurer  to  facilitate 
payments  of  Government  checks  no  loiter  iSmne dint ely  negotiable  because  of  age, 
and  amends  Sec.  21  of  the  PemanaiJrApprop^dntion  Repeal.  Act  of  1934  to  provide 

for  payment  of  these  checks  for  years  aftter  date  of  issue  in  lieu  of  settle¬ 

ment  of  GAO  from  outstanding  labilities  (p.  a§03)»  This  bill  will  now  be  sent 
to  the  Presidento 

S*  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  COMMERCE*  Passed  id.  th  out  am^dnent  S.  1421,  to  provide 
for  an  additional  Assisi&nt  Secretary  of  Commerce  (p^^505)e  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

9*  SYNTHETIC  FUEL.  Afj^dr  discussion,  passed  over  H.  R,  2l6l,  Tfcich  authorizes  an 
increase  of  $30^00, 000  in  appropriations  and  extends  the  tftJie  of  operation  for 
3  years  of  demonstration  plants  to  produce  synthetic  liquid  fu^ls  from  agricul- 
.  tural  and  foj?astry  products,  etc*  (pp0  8513~4) 

10*  FOREST*  Jessed  as  reported  H.  R.  3395,  to  add  certain  lands  to  th^Modoc 

National  Forest,  Calif*  (pp,  85lo-7)i 

11.  SUBtyj/UlGINAL  LANDS*  Passed  as  reported  H*  R.  3153,  to  provide  for  sale  ^S^er- 
t^Cin  submarginal  lands  in  Indian  reservations  in  Mont.,  N.  Dal-,,  and  S. 
with  provisions  for  certain  SCS  assistance. (pp,  S517-8). 

Itf,  COMMUNICATIONS*  Passed  without  amendment  Sc  2l6,  which  repeals  the  mandatory 
special  rate  for  Government  telegrams  and  authorizes  FCC  to  prescribe  charges, 
classifications,  regulations,  etc,,  for  Government  telegrams^ (p.  8519).  This 
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80th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 

1st  Session  j  |  No.  798 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.  R.  4075 

July  7,  1947. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

Mr.  Allen  of  Dlinois,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.  Res.  273) 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  273,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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80th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  1 24 

H.  RES.  273 

[Report  No.  798] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  7,1947 

Mr.  Allen  of  Illinois,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the  adoption  of  this 

2  resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House 

3  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
I  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 

5  (H.  R.  4075)  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several 

6  States,  with  the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United 

7  States,  and  with  foreign  countries;  to  protect  the  welfare 

8  of  consumers  of  sugars  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic 

9  sugar-producing  industry;  to  promote  the  export  trade  of 

10  the  United  States;  and  for  other  purposes,  and  all  points 

11  of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  That  after 
general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and 


12 


2 


1  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 

2  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member 

3  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read 

4  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  con- 

5  elusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 

6  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 

7  such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and  the 

8  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 

9  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  interven¬ 
ed  big  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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ect  to  abandonment  of  condemnation  pro ■) 
^edings; 

I.  B.  3251.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  Ju 
24\  1941  (65  Stat.  603),  as  amended,  so  as  to 
rorize  naval  retiring  boards  to  consider 
thdk  cases  of  certain  officers,  and  for  ot/ier 
Joses; 

HiR.  3311.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  wie  Departments  of  State,  Justice, /and 
Commerce,  and  the  Judiciary,  for  the  fiscal 
year  Inding  June  30,  1948,  and  for  /other 
purpol 

H.  R.te515.  An  act  to  make  it  unlawful  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  to  corruptly  influ¬ 
ence  participants  or  ofiicials  in  contests  of 
skill,  sphpd,  strength,  or  endurance/  and  to 
provide  ^penalty  therefor;  and 
H.  R.  35|7.  An  act  to  authorize  |Unds  for 
ceremonies  in  the  District  of  Colu/ibia. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  HA^LECK.  Mr.  Speakm-,  I  move 
that  the  HQuse  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  iccordingly 
(at  5  o’clock  and  5  minutes/p.  m.)  the 
House,  undei'  its  previous/order,  ad¬ 
journed  untilaomorrow,  Tuafeday,  July  8, 
1947,  at  11  o’cl00^  a-  m-  " 

EXECUTIVE  (SOMMUNICJrfnONS,  ETC. 


888);  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations^ 
and.  ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 
BILES  AND  RESOLU' 

Under  clause'Skof  rule -XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  refehence  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  fallows: 

Mr.  ALLEYS  Illinois ;  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  272.  Resolution  providing 
for  the^tfonsideration  of  H.  R.  3950,' a  bill  to 
redyde  individual  income-tax  payments; 

lout  amendment  (Rept.  No.  797).  V- 
f erred  to  the  House  Calendar. . . . J 


Under  clause  $  of  rule 
communications!  were 
Speaker’s  table  and  ref* 
891.  A  letter  froiri  the  C 


:IV,  executive 
ken  from  the 
red  as  follows: 
ptroller  General 
smitting  Supple- 
al  of  Government 
ittee  on  Expendi- 
partments. 

Acting  Administra- 
gency,  transmitting 
ill  for  the  relief  of 
the  Committee  on 


of  the  United  States,  tra 
ment  1  to  Reference' Mai; 

Corporations;  to  the  yor 
tures  in  the  Executii 

892.  A  letter  from  tl 
tor,  Federal  Security 
a  draft  of  a  proposed 
Louis  L.  Williams,  Jr.j 
the  Judiciary. 

893.  A  communicallonYfrom  the  President 
of  the  United  States/transmitting  a  supple¬ 
mental  estimate  off  appropriation  for  the 
fiscal  year  1948  infthe  aihount  of  $181,000 
for  the  Federal  Security  Agency  (H.  Doc.  No. 
383);  to  the  Comfhittee  on  Appropriations 
and  ordered  to  btf  printed. ; 

894.  A  communication  froljn  the  President 
of  the  United  Smites,  transmitting  a  draft 
of  a  proposed  provision  pertaining  to  an 

zation  for  expenditure  of 
fitted  States  Sgruce  Produc- 


(H.  Doc.  No.1884);  to  the 
r  Appropriations  land  ordered 


President 
a  supple- 
for  the 
0,000  for 
mission 
on  Ap- 
ted. 
esident 
upple- 
ir  the 


existing  authoj 
funds  of  the 
tion  Corporate 
Committee  o: 
to  be  printed 

895.  A  comffiunication  from  tl 
of  the  United  States,  transmitti: 
mental  estimate  of  appropriati 
fiscal  year  jU#48  in  the  amount  of 
the  American  Battle  Monuments  C 
(H.  Doc.  Na.  385);  to  the  Committ 
propriatio*  and  ordered  to  be  pr 

896.  A  apmmunication  from  the 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting 
mental  astimates  of  appropriation 
fiscal  yeffr  1948  in  the  amount  of  $2,850,000 
for  the  ^Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation. 
Service#(H.  Doc.  No.  386);  to  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  and  ordered  to  be  priited. 

897. *\  communication  from  the  President 
of  thrf  United  States,  transmitting  a  sup] 
menial  estimate  of  appropriation  for  the 
fiscal?  year  1948  in  the  amount  of  $4,025,3800 
for  Jne  National  Labor  Relations  Board 
Doqj?  No.  387) ;  to  the  Committee  on  Appr 
pri/tions  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

98.  A  communication  from  the  Presiden 
oiffthe  United  States,  transmitting  a  supple 
fental  estimate  of  appropriation  for  the 
fecal  year  1948  in  the  amount  of  $599,000  for 
re  Department  of  Commerce  (H.  Doc.  No. 


Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois:  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  273.  Resolution  providing 
for  the  consideration  of  H.  R.  4075,  a  bill  to 
regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States, 
with  the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States,  and  with  foreign  countries; 
to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugars 
and  of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar- 
producing  industry;  to  promote  the  export 
trade  of  the  United  States;  and  for  other 
purposes;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
798) .  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

— tot."  SPHINUEH!  committee  oh  w"jtt -~j 

diciary.  Senate  Joint  Resolution  123.  Join)) 
^resolution  to  terminate  certain  emergenc 
and  war  powers;  with  amendments  (Rewt. 
\o.  799).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  file 
role  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union./ 
r.  CARSON:  Committee  on  Interstaterand 
Foreign  Commerce.  H.  R.  4051.  A  bfil  to 
amend  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  approved?  June 
21,  1V38,  as  amended;  with  an  amendment 
(Repft  No.  800).  Referred  to  the  Committee 
of  thek  Whole  House  on  the  Stat/  of  the 
Union,  i 

Mr.  KNUTSON :  Committee  on  JPVays  and 
Means.  M.  R.  4069.  A  bill  to  terminate  cer¬ 
tain  tax  movisions  before  the  edu  of  World 
War  H;  wiyiout  amendment  (Rapt.  No.  802). 
Referred  t\  the  Committee  a f  the  Whole 
House  on  tl*  State  of  the  UniJn. 


PUBLIC 


uLS  AND  EVOLUTIONS 


Under  clause  3  of  rufe  XXII,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  we*  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  Jollows: 

By  Mr.  ANDIEW^ef  New  York: 

H.  R.  4090.  A  bilR  to/equalize  retirement 
benefits  among  meiro®s  of  the  Nurse  Corps 
of  the  Army  and  the  Mvy,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  the  CommiAee  on  Armed  Services. 
By  Mr.  FARPjstSTON: 

H.R.  4091.  A  billjto  fcitify  Act  237  of  the 
Session  Laws  of  Efewaii\l947;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Fublicitands. 1 

By  Mr.  BENNETT  dit  Missouri: 

H.  R.  4092.  A  jffll  to  pron&te  the  safety  and 
health  of  employees  engagedun  baggage,  mail, 
or  express-train  service  in  viterstate  com¬ 
merce  by  requiring  common  Sarriers  by  rail¬ 
road  and  any  express  companmo  install  and 
maintain  a  such  cars  and  equipment  used 
or  furnished  by  them  for  suchtourposes  in 
safe  and  waitable  conditions  foAuse  In  the 
service  for  which  they  are  put;  tcfcthe  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 
Mr.  GARY: 

H.  R/S093.  A  bill  to  reduce  individual  in¬ 
come  /fax  payments;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways/and  Means. 

By  Mr.  LYNCH: 

R.  4094.  A  bill  to  forbid  the  inteAtate 
transportation  of  fireworks  in  certain  ctees, 
Mf&.  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committe^pn 
;erstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  BLAND: 

/  H.  R.  4095.  A  bill  to  authorize  a  bridgd 
L  roads  and  approaches,  supports  and  bents,  or^ 


oyier  structures  across,  over,  or  upon  lands  of 
the  United  States  within  the  limits  of  the 
Colonial  National  Historical  Park  at  or  near 
Yorktown,  Va.;  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Wo*ks. 

By  Mr.  ENGLE  of  California: 

H.te.  4096.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
War  to  prepare  an  honor  roll  of  the  names  of 
Unites  States  citizens  who  died  while  sefving 
in  thA  Royal  Air  Force  or  the  Flying  tigers 
duringyWorld  War  II;  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

Mr.  FLETCHER: 

H.  R.  4097.  A  bill  to  authorize  commence¬ 
ment  of  \an  action  by  the  United  Sates  to 
determink  interstate  water  rights'  in  the 
Colorado  stiver;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary.  * 

By  Jjfr.  KENNEDY: 

H.  R.  4098  A  bill  to  incorporate j&he  Ameri¬ 
can  Division,  Inc.,  World  War  fl  Veterans 
Association;  \to  the  Committee  <£i  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

By  Mr.VPRlEST: 

H.  R.  4099.  A  bill  to  amend  tljj 
Act  approved  Vune  21,  1938, 
the  Committed  on  Interstate 
Commerce. 

By  Mr.  sAbatH: 

H.  R.  4100.  A  kill  to  mod/fy  the  require¬ 
ments  relating  1 
passenger  vessels 
to  the  Committed 
Fisheries. 

By  Mrs.  SMTtH  of  |Maine: 

H.R.  4101.  A  billlto  authorize  lump-sum 
payments  to  Air  Carps  fie  serve  officers  who 
are  selected  for  commission  in  the  Regular 
Army;  to  the  Commktefe  on  Armed  Services. 

By  Mr.  W OLVEEJrO N : 

H.  R.  4102.  A  bill  td/promote  the  progress 
of  science;  to  advan«  the  national  health, 
prosperity,  and  welfaA;  to  secure  the  na¬ 
tional  defense;  and  f/r  Ither  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Intestate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce. 

iON:^ 

it  res&ution  to  authorize 
an  action  by  the  United 
le  inteAtate  water  rights 
,iver;  to  fee  Committee  on 


i  Natural  Gas 
amended;  to 
and  Foreign 


lifesavij/j;  appliances  on 
pavigatin®  the  Great  Lakes; 
i  on  Merchant  Marine  and 


By  Mr.  POI 
H.  J.  Res.  227.  Jc 
commencement  o| 
States  to  deterr 
in  the  Colorado 


the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  B*EHM: 

H.  J.  Res.  2281  Joint  resolution  to  amend 
section  304  off  the  Labor-MSinagement  Re¬ 
lations  Act;  tq?  the  Committed  on  House  Ad¬ 
ministration./ 

By  Mr/ LANDIS: 

H.  J.  Res.  289.  Joint  resolution  proposing 
an  amendnjent  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  Stqfes;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  tilr.  GEARHART: 

H.  J.  Rofi.  230.  Joint  resolution!  proposing 
an  amendment  to  the  Constitute®  of  the 
United  Spates  providing  for  the  election  of 
Presided!  and  Vice  President;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  tin  the  Judiciary. 


MEMORIALS 

Urfaer  clause  3  of  rule  XXIIl  me- 
moipls  were  presented  and  referred  as 
follows: 

the  SPEAKER:  Memorial  of  the  legis¬ 
lature  of  the  State  of  California,  memotial- 
izdig  the  President  and  the  Congress  onthe 
Uftited  States  relative  to  nondeductible  tln- 
Jme  of  recipients  of  old-age  aid;  to  |he 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

Also,  memorial  of  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  California  memorializing  the  Prea- 
,:dent  and  the  Congress  of  the  United  StatJ 
to  enact  legislation  adequate  to  stamp  oul 
and  abolish  the  evil  of  lynching;  to  the  Com-V 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 
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BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  T~Pf-~uile|  XXII.  private 
bills  and  resolutions  weremtr»4u£ed  and 
severally  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  BARRETT: 

H.  R.  4103.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Charles 
M.  Davis;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  FARRINGTON: 

H.  R.  4104.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs._ 
Mark  Shee  Chu;  to  the  Committee  on^ 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  OWENS 

H.  R.  410^jfc*"U'ffffor  the  relief  of  Wpan 
Jajj.Jaep&my;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary. 


PETITIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  petitions 
and  papers  were  laid  on  the  Clerk’s  desk 
and  referred  as  follows: 

'  Mr.  COTTON :  Memorial  of  the  Le 
islature'^RP’^lie  State  of  NewJ£w«pSffTre, 
memorializing  tB1?''®ajMyaii^fl^he  United 
States  to  exteml^aWTilx  sBfrteMa^&Ppertaln- 
ing  totJja^fSmunity-property  sysrettft^^ll 
of  the  Union;  to  the  Committee  of 
Ways  and  Means. 

725.  By  Mr.  LANE:  Petition  of  the  Board 
of  Alderman,  Chelsea,  Mass.,  urging  immedi¬ 
ate  passage  of  the  Taft-Ellender -Wagner 
housing  bill;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency. 


726.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Petition 
souri  River  States  Committeg^p^rrioning 
consideration  of  I  In  ii  pump'll1 "m  i  1 1 1  refer¬ 

ence  to  floo^^**rtfffTin  the  Missouri  River 
‘  >■“  on  Appropriations. 

7.  Also,  petition  of  the  International 
Telecommunications  Conferences,  petitioning 
consideration  of  their  resolution  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  reaffirming  warm  friendship  for  the 
United  States  of  America;  to  the  Committee 
foreign  Affairs. 

petition  of  various  citizens  of 
the  Sixth  CcSgtas^jignal  District,  State  of 
Washington,  petitmnftfgi-.sjppnsideration  of 
their  resolution  with  reference^tovendorse- 
ment  of  H.  R.  2716;  to  the  Committee  on 
Veterans’  Affairs. 


80th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Rept.  796 
1st  /Session  j  \  Part  2 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


July  8,  1947. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Hope,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

SUPPLEMENTAL  KEPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  4075] 


The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  4075)  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States,  with  the 
Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign 
countries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugars  and  of  those 
engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry;  to  promote  the 
export  trade  of  the  United  States;  and  for  other  purposes,  submits 
the  following  supplemental  report  amending  Report  No.  796  hereto¬ 
fore  filed  to  accompany  H.  R.  4075. 

Report  No.  796  is  amended  by  striking  the  subdivision  entitled 
“Title  V — Amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code”  in  its  entirety 
which  appears  on  page  21  of  the  report  and  substituting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

Title  V— Amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  1 

CHAPTER  32 - SUGAR 

Sec.  3507.  Definitions. 

(b)  Manufactured  sugar. — The  term  “manufactured  sugar”  means  any 
sugar  derived  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  which  is  not  to  be,  and  which  shall 
not  be,  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality;  except  sugar  in  liquid 
form  which  contains  nonsugar  solids  (excluding  any  foreign  substance  that  may 
have  been  added  or  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to  more  than  6  per  centum  of 
the  total  soluble  solids,  and  except  also  sirup  of  cane  juice  produced  from  sugar¬ 
cane  grown  in  continental  United  States. 

The  grades  or  types  of  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  this  definition  shall  include, 
but  shall  not  be  limited  to,  granulated  sugar,  lump  sugar,  cube  sugar,  powdered 
sugar,  sugar  in  the  form  of  blocks,  cones,  or  molded  shapes,  confectioners’  sugar, 
washed  sugar,  centrifugal  sugar,  clarified  sugar,  turbinado  sugar,  plantation  white 
sugar,  muscovado  sugar,  refiners’  soft  sugar,  invert  sugar  mush,  raw. sugar,  sirups, 
molasses,  and  sugar  mixtures. 

1  The  provisions  of  sec.  501  (a)  and  (b)  of  the  bill  amending  sections  3507  and  3508,  respectively,  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  are  to  become  effective  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  501  (c)  of  the  bill  upon  the  first 
day  of  the  second  month  following  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948. 
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SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


Sec.  3508.  Termination  of  taxes. 

No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  on  the  manufacture,  use,  or  im¬ 
portation  of  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  after  June  30,  [1948] 
1953.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  3490  or  3500,  no  tax  shall  be 
imposed  under  this  chapter  with  respect  to  unsold  sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  on  I 
June  SO,  1953,  or  with  respect  to  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  1 
held  in  customs  custody  or  control  on  such  date. 

With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  upon  which 
tax  imposed  under  section  3500  has  been  paid  and  which,  on  June  SO,  1953,  are 
held  by  the  importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other  disposition,  there  shall  be  refunded 
( without  interest)  to  such  importer,  subject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Customs  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an  amount 
equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of 
sugar. 

o 
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80th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  1584 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


July  8  (legislative  da}^  July  7),  1947 


Mr.  Millikin  (for  himself,  Mr.  Ball,  Mr.  Brewster,  Mr.  Bushfield,  Mr. 
Butler,  Mr.  Cain,  Mr.  Cordon,  Mr.  Dworshak/Mi-.  Ellender,  Mr.  Ecton, 
Mr.  Ferguson,  Mr.  Flanders,  Mr.  George,  Mr.  Gurney,  Mr.  Hayden, 
Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Johnson  of  Colorado,  Mr.  Martin,  Mr.  McFarland, 
Mr.  Magnuson,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Murray,  Mr.  Malone,  Mr.  Overton,  Mr. 
O'Mahoney,  Mr.  Pepper,  Mr.  Robertson  of  Wyoming,  Mr.  Russell,  Mr. 
Taylor,  Mr.  Thye,  Mr.  Vandenberg,  Mr.  Wherry,  Mr.  Watkins,  and 
Mr.  Young)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 


BILL 


To  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States,  with  the  Terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign 
countries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugars  and 
of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry; 
to  promote  the  export  trade  of  the  United  States;  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 
That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Sugar  Act  of  1948”. 
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TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  101.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  except  title  V — 

(a)  The  term  “person”  means  an  individual,  partner¬ 
ship,  corporation,  or  association. 

(b)  The  term  “sugars”  means  any  grade  or  type  of 
saccharine  product  derived  from  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets, 
which  contains  sucrose,  dextrose,  or  levulose. 

(c)  The  term  “sugar”  means  raw  sugar  or  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar. 

(d)  The  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are 
principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  are  to  be  fur¬ 
ther  refined  or  improved  in  quality,  and  any  sugars  which 
are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure,  but  which  are  to 
lie  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality  to  pro¬ 
duce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(e)  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means  any 
sugars  which  are  principally  of  crystalline  structure  and 
which  are  not  to  be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved 
in  quality. 

(f)  The -term  “liquid  sugar”  means  any  sugars  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice  produced  from  sugarcane  grown 
in  continental  United  States)  which  are  principally  not  of 
crystalline  structure  and  which  contain,  or  which  are  to 
be  used  for  the  production  of  any  sugars  principal^  not 
of  crystalline  structure  which  contain,  soluble  nonsugar  solids 
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(excluding  any  foreign  substances  that  may  have  been 
added  or  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to  6  per  centum 
or  less  of  the  total  soluble  solids. 

(g)  Sugars  in  dry  amorphous  form  shall  he  considered 
to  he  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(h)  The  “raw  value”  of  any  quantity  of  sugars  means 
its  equivalent  in  terms  of  ordinary  commercial  raw  sugar 
testing  ninety-six  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  regulations  to  he  issued  by  the 
Secretary.  The  principal  grades  and  types  of  sugar  and 
liquid  sugar  shall  he  translated  into  terms  of  raw  value  in 
the  following  manner: 

(1)  For  direct-consumption  sugar,  derived  from  sugar 
beets  and  testing  ninety-two  or  more  sugar  degrees  by  the 
polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof 
by  1.07 ; 

(2)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing 
ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying 
the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  0.93 ; 

(3)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing- 
more  than  ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by 
multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  the  figure 
obtained  by  adding  to  0.93  the  result  of  multiplying  0.0175 
by  the  number  of  degrees  and  fractions  of  a  degree  of  polar¬ 
ization  above  ninety-two  degrees; 
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(4)  For  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  testing  less  than  ninety- 
two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  dividing  the  num¬ 
ber  of  pounds  of  the  “total  sugar  content”  thereof  by  0.972. 

(5)  The  Secretary  may  establish  rates  for  translating 
sugar  and  liquid  sugar  into  terms  of  raw  value  for  (a)  any 
grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  not  provided  for  in 
the  foregoing  and  (b)  any  special  grade  or  type  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  for  which  he  determines  that  the  raw  value 
cannot  be  measured  adequately  under  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graphs  ( 1 )  to  (4),  inclusive,  of  this  subsection  (h) . 

(i)  The  term  “total  sugar  content”  means  the  sum  of 
the  sucrose  (Clerget)  and  reducing  or  invert  sugars  con¬ 
tained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(j)  The  term  “quota”,  depending  upon  the  context, 
means  ( 1 )  that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may 
be  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States, 
for  consumption  therein,  during  any  calendar  year,  from  the 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  a 
foreign  country  or  group  of  foreign  countries;  (2)  that  quan¬ 
tity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  grown  in  the  continental  United  States  which, 
during  any  calendar  year,  may  he  shipped,  transported,  or 
marketed  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  competition  with 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce;  or  (3)  that  quantity  of 
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1  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be  marketed  in  the  Territory 

2  of  Hawaii  or  in  Puerto  Pico,  for  consumption  therein,  during 

3  any  calendar  year. 

4  (k)  The  term  “producer”  means  a  person  who  is  the 

5  legal  owner,  at  the  time  of  harvest  or  abandonment,  of  a  por- 

6  tion  or  all  of  a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a 

7  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

8  (1)  The  terms  “including”  and  “include”  shall  not 

9  be  deemed  to  exclude  anything  not  mentioned  but  otherwise 

10  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  defined. 

11  (m)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of 

12  Agriculture. 

13  TITLE  II— QUOTA  PPO VISIONS 

14  Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each 

15  calendar  year,  beginning  with  the  calendar  year  1948,  the 

16  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  con- 

17  sumers  in  the  continental  United  States;  such  determina- 

18  tions  shall  be  made  during  the  month  of  December  in  each 

19  year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year  (in  the  case  of  the 

20  calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  da)rs  thereof)  and 

21  at  such  other  times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secre- 

22  tary  may  deem  necessary  to  meet  such  requirements.  In 

23  making  such  determinations  the  Secretary  shall  use  as  a 

24  basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  distributed 

25  for  consumption,  as  indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the 
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Department  of  Agriculture,  during  the  twelve-month  period 
ending  October  31  next  preceding  the  calendar  year  for 
which  the  determination  is  being  made,  and  shall  make 
allowances  for  a  deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of 
sugar,  and  for  changes  in  consumption  because  of  changes 
in  population  and  demand  conditions,  as  computed  from 
statistics  published  by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government; 
and,  in  order  that  such  determinations  shall  he  made  so  as 
to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those  engaged 
in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  providing  such  supply  of 
sugar  as  will  be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  he  ex¬ 
cessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably 
maintain  and  protect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  in¬ 
dustry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any  such  determination, 
in  addition  to  the  consumption,  inventory,  population,  and 
demand  factors  above  specified  and  the  level  and  trend  of 
consumer  purchasing  power,  shall  take  into  consideration 
the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 
sugar  that  would  result  from  such  determination  and  the 
general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  as  compared  with 
the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 
sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States 
obtaining  during  1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price 
control  of  sugar  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’  Price  Index 
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as  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  made,  pursuant 
to  section  201,  of  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  consumers,  the  Secretary  shall  establish 
quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

(a)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  by  apportion¬ 
ing  among  such  areas  4,268,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  as 
follows : 


Area 

Domestic  beet  sugar.. 
Mainland  cane  sugar 

Hawaii _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Virgin  Islands _ 


Short  tons,  raw  value 
...  1,800,000 
—  500,000 

...  1,052,000 
...  910,000 

6,000 


(b)  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  the  amount 


of  nine  hundred  and  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  as 
specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946. 

(c)  For  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  by  prorating  among  such  areas  an  amount 
of  sugar,  raw  value,  equal  to  the  amount  determined  pursuant 
to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant 
to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  following 
basis : 


Area 


Per  centum 


Cuba _ 98.  64 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines _  1.  36 
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1  The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 

2  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  among 

3  such  countries  on  the  basis  of  the  division  of  the  quota  for 

4  such  countries  made  in  General  Sugar  Quota  Regulations. 

5  Series  4,  Number  1,  issued  December  12,  1936,  pursuant 

6  to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended. 

7  (d)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this  title 

8  II,  in  the  event  the  quota  established  for  Cuba,  including  any 

9  and  all  deficits  allotted  or  prorated  to  Cuba  pursuant  to  the 

10  provisions  of  section  204  (a),  shall  be  a  smaller  proportion 

11  of  the  total  amount  of  sugar  which  the  Secretary  determines 

12  is  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the 

13  .  continental  United  States  pursuant  to.  section  201  of  this  Act, 

14  than  the  quota  which  would  have  been  established  for  Cuba 

15  upon  such  consumptive  estimate  under  the  provisions  of 

16  section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  quotas  for 

17  domestic  sugar-producing  areas  established  pursuant  to  the 

18  other  provisions  of  this  title  II  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata 
1.9  by  such  amounts  as  are  required  to  establish  such  quota  for 

20  Cuba  and  the  amounts  by  which  -  such  domestic  sugar-pro- 

21  ducing  quotas  are  so  reduced  shall  be  added  to  the  quota 

22  for  Cuba, 

23  (e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign 

24  country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  the  nationals 

25  of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry, 
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and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  shall  have  an- 
thority  to  withhold  or  withdraw  any  increase  in  the  share 
of  the  domestic  consumption  requirements  provided  for 
such  country  by  this  Act  as  compared  with  the  share 
allowed  under  section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937: 
Provided ,  That  any  amount  of  sugar  so  withheld  or  with¬ 
drawn  shall  he  prorated  to  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of 
existing  quotas  for  such  areas  and  the  Secretary  shall  revise 
such  quotas  accordingly:  Provided  further,  That  any  portion 
of  such  amount  of  sugar  which  cannot  be  supplied  by 
domestic  areas  may  he  prorated  to  foreign  countries  other 
than  a  country  which  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  has  denied 
fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  nationals  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  203.  In  accordance  with  such  provisions  of  section 
201  as  he  deems  applicable,  the  Secretary  shall  also  deter¬ 
mine  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  consumers  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  and  in  Puerto  Rico, 
and  shall  establish  quotas  for  the  amounts  of  sugar  which 
may  he  marketed  for  local  consumption  in  such  areas  equal 
to  the  amounts  determined  to  be  needed  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  consumers  therein. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  from  time  to  time 
during  the  calendar  year,  determine  whether,  in  view  of  the 
current  inventories  of  sugar,  the  estimated  production  from 
S.  1584 - 2 
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the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  planted,  the  normal 
marketings  within  a  calendar  year  of  new-crop  sugar,  and 
other  pertinent  factors,  anv  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  or  Cuba,  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota 
for  such  area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area 
or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area  for 
the  calendar  year  then  current,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for 
the  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar 
equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to  the  other  such  areas  on 
the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect:  Provided,  however, 
That  domestic  areas  shall  not  share  in  any  deficit  of  any 
domestic  area  if  the  then  outstanding  determination  of  the 
Secretary  made  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the  Act  is  less 
than  seven  million  short  tons,  raw  value.  If  the  Secretary 
finds  that  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  will  be  unable  to 
market  the  quota  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  then 
current,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  Cuba  and  foreign 
countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so 
determined,  as  follows: 


To  Cuba - 95  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 

Republic  of  the  Philippines _  5  per  centum 


Provided,  however,  That  whenever  the  quota  for  Cuba  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  other  than  section 
202  (d)  is  less  than  the  amount  required  by  the  provisions 
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of  section  202  (d)  of  this  Act,  such  prorations  shall  be  as 
follows : 


To  Cuba _ 98.64  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 

the  Republic  of  the  Philippines _  1.36  per  centum 


Any  portion  of  such  Philippine  deficit  which  the  Secretary 

determines  cannot  be  supplied  by  Cuba  shall  be  prorated  to 

foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 

* 

Philippines.  No  part  of  any  Philippine  deficit  so  prorated 
may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(b)  If,  on  the  1st  day  of  September  in  any  calendar 
year,  any  part  or  all  of  the  proration  to  any  foreign  country 
of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  established  under  the  provisions 
of  section  202  (c)  has  not  been  filled,  the  Secretary  may 
revise  the  proration  of  such  quota  among  such  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  by  allotting  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  such  unfilled 
proration  to  such  foreign  countries  as  have  filled  their 
prorations  of  such  quota  by  such  date. 

(c)  The  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  Cuba,  or  other  foreign  countries  as  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  shall  not  be  reduced 
by  reason  of  any  determination  of  a  deficit  existing  in  any 
calendar  year  under  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and 
(b)  of  this  section  204. 

(d)  Any  proration  among  foreign  countries  other  than 
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Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  on  such  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine. 

Sec.  205.  (a*)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
allotment  of  any  quota,  or  proration  thereof,  established  for 
any  area  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  is  necessary 
to  assure -an  orderly  and  adequate  flow  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  in  the  channels  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or 
to  prevent  disorderly  marketing  or  importation  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  or  to  maintain  a  continuous  and  stable  supply 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  afford  all  interested  persons 
an  equitable  opportunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
within  any  area’s  quota,  after  such  hearing  and  upon  such 
notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  he  shall  make  al¬ 
lotments  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof  by  allotting  to 
persons  who  market  or  import  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  for 
such  periods  as  he  may  designate,  the  quantities  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  which  each  such  person  may  market  in 
continental  United  States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  or  Puerto 
Rico,  or  may  import  or  bring  into  continental  United  States, 
for  consumption  therein.  Allotments  shall  be  made  in  such 
manner  and  in  such  amounts  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient, 
and  equitable  distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof, 
by  taking  into  consideration  the  processings  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  to  which  propor¬ 
tionate  shares,  determined  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
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1  subsection  (b)  of  section  302,  pertained;  the  past  market- 

2  ings  or  importations  of  each  such  person;  and  the  ability 

3  of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that  portion  of  such 

4  quota  or  proration  thereof  allotted  to  him.  The  Secretary 

5  may  also,  upon  such  hearing  and  notice  as  he  may  by 

6  regulations  prescribe,  revise  or  amend  any  such  allotment 

7  upon  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  allotment  was  made. 

8  (b)An  appeal  may  be  taken,  in  the  manner  liere- 

9  inafter  provided,  from  any  decision  making  such  allotments, 

10  or  revisions  thereof,  to  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals 

11  for  the  District  of  Columbia  in  any  of  the  following  cases: 

12  (1)  By  any  applicant  for  an  allotment  whose  applica- 

13  tion  shall  have  been  denied. 

14  (2)  By  any  person  aggrieved  by  reason  of  any  decision 

15  of  the  Secretary  granting  or  revising  any  allotment  made 

16  to  him. 

17  (c)  Such  appeal  shall  be  taken  by  filing  with  said  court, 

18  within  twenty  days  after  the  decision  complained  of  is  effec- 

19  tive,  notice  in  writing  of  said  appeal  and  a  statement  of  the 

20  reasons  therefor,  together  with  proof  of  service  of  a  true  copy 

21  of  said  notice  and  statement  upon  the  Secretary.  Unless  a 

22  later  date  is  specified  by  the  Secretary  as  part  of  his  decision, 

23  the  decision  complained  of  shall  be  considered  to  be  effective 

24  as  of  the  date  on  which  public  announcement  of  the  decision 

25  is  made  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washing- 
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1  ton.  The  Secretary  shall  thereupon,  and  in  any  event  not 

2  later  than  ten  days  from  the  date  of  such  service  upon  him, 

3  mail  or  otherwise  deliver  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal  to 

4  each  person  shown  by  the  records  of  the  Secretary  to  be 

5  interested  in  such  appeal  and  to  have  a  right  to  intervene 

6  therein  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  and  shall  at  all 

7  times  thereafter  permit  any  such  person  to  inspect  and  make 
S  copies  of  appellants’  reasons  for  said  appeal  at  the  office  of 
9  the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washington.  Within  thirty  days 

10  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  the  Secretary  shall  file  with  the 

11  court  the  originals  or  certified  copies  of  all  papers  and  evi- 

12  dence  presented  to  him  upon  the  hearing  involved,  a  like 

13  copy  of  his  decision  thereon,  a  full  statement  in  writing  of 

14  the  facts  and  grounds  for  his  decisions  as  found  and  given 

15  by  him  and  a  list  of  all  interested  persons  to  whom  lie  has 

16  mailed  or  otherwise  delivered  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal. 

17  (d)  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal 

18  any  interested  person  may  intervene  and  participate  in  the 

19  proceedings  had  upon  said  appeal  by  filing  with  the  court  a 

20  notice  of  intention  to  intervene  and  a  verified  statement 

21  showing  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  such  party  together 

22  with  proof  of  service  of  true  copies  of  said  notice  and  state- 

23  ment,  both  upon  the  appellant  and  upon  the  Secretary.  Any 

24  person  who  would  be  aggrieved  or  whose  interests  would 

25  be  adversely  affected  by  reversal  or  modification  of  the  de- 
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cision  of  the  Secretary  complained  of  shall  be  considered  an 
interested  party. 

(e)  At  the  earliest  convenient  time  the  court  shall 
hear  and  determine  the  appeal  upon  the  record  before  it, 
and  shall  have  power,  upon  such  record,  to  enter  a  judgment 
affirming  or  reversing  the  decision,  and  if  it  enters  an  order 
reversing  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  it  shall  remand  the 
case  to  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  the  judgment  of  the 
court:  Provided,  however,  That  the  review  by  the  court 
shall  be  limited  to  questions  of  law  and  that  findings  of  fact 
by  the  Secretary,  if  supported  by  substantial  evidence,  shall 
be  conclusive  unless  it  shall  clearly  appear  that  the  findings 
of  the  Secretary  are  arbitrary  or  capricious.  The  court’s 
judgment  shall  be  final,  subject,  however,  to  review  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  upon  writ  of  certiorari 
on  petition  therefor,  under  section  240  of  the  Judicial  Code, 
as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  28,  sec.  347),  by  appellant, 
by  the  Secretary,  or  by  any  interested  party  intervening  in 
the  appeal. 

(f)  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  enter  judgment 
for  costs  in  favor  of  or  against  an  appellant,  and  other 
interested  parties  intervening  in  said  appeal,  but  not  against 

the  Secretary,  depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  issues  in- 

\ 

volved  in  such  appeal  and  the  outcome  thereof. 

Sec.  206.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  207  and 
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408  relating  to  the  suspension  of  quotas,  sugar  quotas  shall 
be  established  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  the  calendar  year  1948 
within  ten  days  after  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand 
six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota 
for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar  year  may  he  filled  by  direct- 
consumption  sugar. 

(b)  Not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thou¬ 
sand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for 
Puerto  Rico  for  anv  calendar  year  mav  he  filled  by  direct- 
consumption  sugar. 

(c)  None  of  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands  for  any 
calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  Not  more  than  fifty-sax  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar 
of  the  quota  for  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  for  any 
calendar  year  may  he  •  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar 
as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of 
1946. 

(e)  Not  more  than  three  hundred  and  seventy-five 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Cuba  for 

TQ 

any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the 
quotas  established  under  section  203  for  marketing  for  local 
consumption  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico. 

(g)  The  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas 
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1  established  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  the  enforcement 

2  provisions  of  title  II  applicable  thereto,  shall  continue  in 

3  effect  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  pursuant  to  the 

4  provisions  of  section  408  of  this  Act  unless  the  President 
3  acting  thereunder  specifically  finds  and  proclaims  that  a 

6  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect 

7  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  requires  the  suspension  of 

8  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas. 

9  Sec.  208.  Quotas  for  liquid  sugar  for  foreign  countries 

10  for  each  calendar  year  are  hereby  established  as  follows: 

In  terms  of  wine  gallons  of 

Country  72%  total  sugar  content 

Cuba _  7,970,558 

Dominican  Republic _  830,  894 

Other  foreign  countries _  0 

I  .  ' 

11  Sec.  209.  All  persons  are  hereby  prohibited — 

12  (a)  From  bringing  or  importing  into  the  continental 

13  United  States  from  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 

14  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  foreign  countries,  ( 1 )  any  sugar  or 

15  liquid  sugar  after  the  applicable  quota,  or  the  proration  of 

16  any  such  quota,  has  been  filled,  or  (2)  any  direct-con- 

17  sumption  sugar  after  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  any 

18  such  quota  has  been  filled ; 

19  (b)  From  shipping,  transporting,  or  marketing  in  in- 

20  terstate  commerce,  or  in  competition  with  sugar  or  liquid 

21  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  or 

S.  1584 - 3 
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foreign  commerce,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  either  the  domestic  beet- 
sugar  area  or  the  mainland  cane-sugar  area  after  the  quota 
for  such  area  has  been  filled ; 

(c)  From  marketing  in  either  the  Territory  of  Hawaii 
or  Puerto  Eico,  for  consumption  therein,  any  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  after  the  quota  therefor  has  been  filled ; 

(d)  From  exceeding  allotments  of  any  quota,  direct- 
consumption  portion  of  any  quota,  or  proration  of  any 
quota,  made  to  them  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  determinations  provided  for  in  sec¬ 
tions  201  and  203,  and  all  quotas,  prorations,  and  allot¬ 
ments,  except  quotas  established  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  section  208,  shall  be  made  or  established  in  terms  of  raw 
value. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  liquid  sugar,  except 
that  imported  from  foreign  countries,  shall  be  included  with 
sugar  in  making  the  determinations  provided  for  in  sections 
201  and  203  and  in  the  establishment  or  revision  of  quotas, 
prorations,  and  allotments. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  raw-value  equivalent  of  any  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  in  any  form,  including  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
in  manufactured  products,  exported  from  the  continental 
United  States  under  the  provisions  of  section  313  of  the 
lariff  Act  of  1930  shall  be  credited  against  any  charges 
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which  shall  have  been  made  in  respect  to  the  applicable 
quota  or  proration  for  the  country  of  origin.  The  country 
of  origin  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  respect  to  which  any 
credit  shall  he  established  shall  he  that  country  in  respect 
to  importation  from  which  draw-back  of  the  exported  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  has  been  claimed.  Sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
entered  into  the  continental  United  States  under  an  appli¬ 
cable  bond  established  pursuant  to  orders  or  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  express  purpose  of  subse- 
quently  exporting  the  equivalent  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  as  such,  or  in  manufactured  articles,  shall  not  be 
charged  against  the  applicable  quota  or  proration  for  the 
country  of  origin. 

(b)  Exportation  within  the  meaning  of  sections  309 
and  313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  he  considered  to  be 
exportation  within  the  meaning  of  this  section. 

(c)  The  quota  established  for  anv  domestic  sugar- 
producing  area  may  be  filled  only  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  such  area : 
Provided,  however,  That  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  admitted 
free  of  duty  from  the  Virgin  Islands  under  the  Act  of  Con¬ 
gress,  approved  March  3,  1917  (39  Stat.  1133),  may  be 
admitted  within  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Sec.  212.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  apply  to 
(1)  the  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid 
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sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year; 
(2)  the  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year 
for  religious,  sacramental,  educational,  or  experimental  pur¬ 
poses;  (3)  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  coun¬ 
try,  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 
in  individual  sealed  containers  of  such  capacity  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  determine,  not  in  excess  of  one  and  one-tenth 
gallons  each;  or  (4)  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported, 
brought  into,  or  produced  or  manufactured  in  the  United 
States  for  the  distillation  of  alcohol,  or  for  livestock  feed, 
or  for  the  production  of  livestock  feed. 

TITLE  III— CONDITIONAL-PAYMENT 
PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  the  following  conditions  with  respect  to  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  the  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar : 

(a)  That  no  child  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  shall 
have  been  employed  or  permitted  to  work  on  the  farm, 
whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  person,  in  the 
production,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  a  crop  of  sugar 
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beets  or  sugarcane  with  respect  to  which  application  for 
payment  is  made,  except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family 
of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40 
per  centum  of  the  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  per¬ 
formed;  and  that  no  child  between  the  ages  of  fourteen  and 
sixteen  years  shall  have  been  employed  or  permitted  to  do 
such  work,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  per¬ 
son,  for  a  longer  period  than  eight  hours  in  any  one  day, 
except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family  of  a  person  who 
was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40  per  centum  of  the 
crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  performed.  The  Secretary 
is  authorized  to  make  payments,  notwithstanding  a  failure 
to  comply  with  the  conditions  provided  in  this  subsection, 
but  the  payments  made  with  respect  to  any  crop  shall  be 
subject  to  a  deduction  of  $10  for  each  child  for  each  day, 
or  a  portion  of  a  day,  during  which  such  child  was  employed 
or  permitted  to  work  contrary  to  the  foregoing  provisions 
of  this  subsection. 

(b)  That  there  shall  not  have  been  marketed  (or 
processed)  an  amount  (in  terms  of  planted  acreage,  weight, 
or  recoverable  sugar  content)  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for  the  production  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  to  be  marketed  in,  or  so  as  to  compete  with  or 
otherwise  directly  affect  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  in 
S.  1584 - 4 
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excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302, 
of  the  total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to 
be  processed  to  enable  the  area  in  which  such  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  are  produced  to  meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a 
normal  carry-over  inventory)  as  estimated  by  the  Secretary 
for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which  the  larger 
part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop  normally 
would  be  marketed. 

(c)  (1)  That  all  persons  employed  on  the  farm  in 

the  production,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  sugar  beets  or 

sugarcane  with  respect  to  which  an  application  for  pa}ment 

is  made  shall  have  been  paid  in  full  for  all  such  work,  and 

shall  have  been  paid  wages  therefor  at  rates  not  less  than 

those  that  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair 
«/  «/  «/ 

and  reasonable  after  investigation  and  due  notice  and  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  public  hearing;  and  in  making  such  determinations 
the  Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  standards 
therefor  formerly  established  by  him  under  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  differences  in  condi¬ 
tions  among  various  producing  areas:  Provided,  however, 
That  a  payment  which  would  be  payable  except  for  the 
foregoing  provisions  of  this  subparagraph  may  be  made,  as 
the  Secretary  may  determine,  in  such  manner  that  the 
laborer  will  receive  an  amount,  insofar  as  such  payment  will 
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suffice,  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  accrued  unpaid  wages  for 
such  work,  and  that  the  producer  will  receive  the  remainder, 
if  any,  of  such  payment. 

(2)  That  the  producer  on  the  farm  who  is  also,  directly 
or  indirectly,  a  processor  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  as  may 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary,  shall  have  paid,  or  con¬ 
tracted  to  pay  under  either  purchase  or  toll  agreements,  for 
and  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  by  other  producers  and 
processed  by  him  at  rates  not  less  than  those  that  may  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  after 
investigation  and  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  public 
hearing. 

(3)  Subparagraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  (c) 
shall  apply,  and  the  Secretary  shall  make  determinations 
thereunder,  with  respect  to  any  domestic  sugar-producing 
area  only  (i)  if  producers  in  such  area,  who  are  also 
processors,  produce  in  excess  of  5  per  centum  of  the  total 
production  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  in  such  area,  and  also 
(ii)  if  request  for  such  determinations  is  first  made  by 
persons  constituting,  or  representing,  a  substantial  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  producers,  processors,  or  laborers  in  such  area 
who  would  be  affected  by  such  determinations:  Provided, 
however,  That  in  the  case  of  the  mainland  cane-sugar  area, 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection  (c)  shall  apply  separately 
to  the  States  of  Florida  and  Louisiana. 
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Sec.  302.  (a)  The  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
with  respect  to  which  payment  may  be  made  shall  be  the 
amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  from  the  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  marketed  ( or  processed  by 
the  producer)  not  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the 
farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  quantity  of 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  required  to  he  processed  to  enable  the  producing  area 
in  which  the  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  is  grown  to 
meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory) 
estimated  by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year 
during  which  the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from 
such  crop  normally  would  he  marketed. 

(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary  may  take  into  consideration 
the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
marketed  (or  processed)  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  and  the  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugar- 
cane,  and  the  Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect 
the  interests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the 
interests  of  producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants, 
adherent  planters,  or  share  croppers. 

(c)  Payments  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  sugar  beets 
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and  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  commencing  with  the  crop 
year  1948. 

Sec.  303.  In  addition  to  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  with  respect  to  which  payments  are  authorized  under 
subsection  (a)  of  section  302,  the  Secretary  is  also  author¬ 
ized  to  make  payments,  on  the  conditions  provided  in  section 
301,  with  respect  to  bona  fide  abandonment  of  planted  acre¬ 
age  and  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage,  resulting  from 
drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze,  disease,  or  insects,  which  cause 
such  damage  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  crop  of  sugar 
heets  or  sugarcane  in  the  same  factory  district  (as  established 
by  the  Secretary) ,  county,  parish,  municipality,  or  local  pro¬ 
ducing  area,  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary,  on  the  following  quantities  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar :  (1)  With  respect  to  such  bona  fide  abandon¬ 
ment  of  each  planted  acre  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  one- 
third  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recoverable  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  per  acre  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary;  and  (2)  with  respect  to  such  crop  deficiencies  of 
harvested  acreage  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  the  excess  of 
80  per  centum  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recover¬ 
able  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  for  such  acreage  for  the  farm,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  over  the  actual  yield. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  The  amount  of  the  base  rate  of  payment 
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shall  be  80  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar,  raw  value. 

(b)  All  pa}'inents  shall  be  calculated  with  respect  to 
a  farm  which,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  shall  be  a  farm¬ 
ing  unit  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary,  and  in  making  such  determinations,  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  use  of  common 
work  stock,  equipment,  labor,  management,  and  other  per¬ 
tinent  factors. 


(c)  The  total  payment  with  respect  to  a  farm  shall  be 
the  product  of  the  base  rate  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of 


this  section  multiplied  by  the  amount  of  sugar  and  liquid 
sugar,  raw  value,  with  respect  to  which  payment  is  to  be 
made,  except  that  reduction  shall  be  made  from  such  total 


payment  in  accordance  with  the  following  scale  of  reductions : 


That  portion  of  the  quantity  of  sugar 
and  liquid  sugar  which  is  included 
within  the  following  intervals  of 
short  tons,  raw  value 

350  to  700 _ 

700  to  1,000 _ 

1,000  to  1,500 _ 

1,500  to  3,000 _ 

3,000  to  6,000 _ 

6,000  to  12,000 _ 

12,000  to  30,000 _ 

More  than  30,000 _ 


Reduction  in  the  base  rate 
of  payment  per  hundred¬ 
weight  of  such  portion 

_ $0.05 

_  .  10 

_  .20 

_  .25 

_  .  275 

_  .30 

_  .  325 

_  .  50 


(d)  Application  for  payment  shall  be  made  by,  and 
payments  shall  be  made  to,  the  producer  or,  in  the  event 


of  his  death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency,  his  legal 
representative,  or  heirs:  Provided ,  however,  That  all  pro- 
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ducers  on  the  farm  shall  signify  in  the  application  for  pay¬ 
ment  the  percentage  of  the  total  payment  with  respect  to 
the  farm  to  he  made  to  each  producer:  And  provided,  further, 
That  payments  may  be  made,  (1)  in  the  event  of  the 
death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency  of  a  producer,  to 
such  beneficiary  as  the  producer  may  designate  in  the 
application  for  payment;  (2)  to  one  producer  of  a  group  of 
two  or  more  producers,  provided  all  producers  on  the  farm 
designate  such  producer  in  the  application  for  payment  as 
sole  recipient  for  their  benefit  of  the  payment  with  respect 
to  the  farm;  or  (3)  to  a  person  who  is  not  a  producer,  pro¬ 
vided  such  person  controls  the  land  included  within  the 
farm  with  respect  to  which  the  application  for  payment  is 
made  and  is  designated  by  the  sole  producer  (or  all  pro¬ 
ducers)  on  the  farm,  as  sole  recipient  for  his  or  their  benefit, 
of  the  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm. 

Sec.  305.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  titles  II 
and  III  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  utilize 
local  committees  of  sugar  beet  or  sugarcane  producers,  State 
and  county  agricultural  conservation  committees,  or  the 
Agricultural  Extension  Service  and  other  agencies,  and  the 
Secretary  may  prescribe  that  all  or  a  part  of  the  expenses  of 
such  committees  may  be  deducted  from  the  payments  herein 
authorized. 

Sec.  306.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis  for  any  pay- 
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ment,  or  the  amount  thereof  authorized  to  be  made  under 
this  title,  officially  determined  in  conformity  with  rules  or 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  reviewable 
only  by  the  Secretary,  and  his  determinations  with  respect 
thereto  shall  he  final  and  conclusive. 

Sec.  307.  This  title  shall  apply  to  the  continental  United 
States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
may  make  such  expenditures  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  including  personal  services 
and  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere. 

Sec.  402.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  each  fiscal  year  for  the  purposes  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  this  Act  the  funds  necessary  to  make  the  payments 
provided  for  in  title  III  of  this  Act  and  such  other  amounts 
as  the  Congress  determines  to  be  necessary  for  such  fiscal 
year  to  carry  out  the  other  provisions  of  the  Act. 

(b)  All  funds  available  for  carrying  out  this  Act  shall 
be  available  for  allotment  to  the  bureaus  and  offices  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  for  transfer  to  such  other 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  as  the  Secretary  may 
request  to  cooperate  or  assist  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 
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(c)  The  funds  made  available  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  Secretary  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal 
year  1948  are  also  hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary 

for  purposes  of  administration  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act 

.  > 
during  the  fiscal  year  1948. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such 
orders  or  regulations,  which  shall  have  the  force  and  effect 
of  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  powers  vested 
in  him  by  this  Act.  Any  person  knowingly  violating  any 
order  or  regulation  of  the  Secretary  issued  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall,  upon  conviction,  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  $100  for  each  such  violation. 

(b)  Each  determination  issued  by  the  Secretary  in  con¬ 
nection  with  quotas  and  deficits  under  title  II  or  payments 
under  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  promptly  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  statement 
of  the  bases  and  considerations  upon  which  such  determina¬ 
tion  was  made. 

Sec.  404.  The  several  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  are  hereby  vested  with  jurisdiction  specifically  to  en¬ 
force,  and  to  prevent  and  restrain  any  person  from  violating, 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  or  of  any  order  or  regulation  made 
or  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act.  If  and  when  the  Secretary 
shall  so  request,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district 
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attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their  respective  districts, 
to  institute  proceedings  to  enforce  the  remedies  and  to  collect 
the  penalties  and  forfeitures  provided  for  in  this  Act.  The 
remedies  provided  for  in  this  Act  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and 
not  exclusive  of,  any  of  the  remedies  or  penalties  existing  at 

i 

law  or  in  equity. 

Sec.  405.  Any  person  who  knowingly  violates,  or  at¬ 
tempts  to  violate,  or  who  knowingly  participates  or  aids 
in  the  violation  of,  any  of  the  provisions  of  section  209,  or 
any  person  who  brings  or  imports  into  the  continental 
United  States  direct-consumption  sugar  after  the  quantities 
specified  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  shall  forfeit  to  the 
United  States  the  sum  equal  to  three  times  the  market  value, 
at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  any  such  act,  (a)  of  that 
quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  by  which  any  quota,  pro¬ 
ration,  or  allotment  is  exceeded,  or  (b)  of  that  quantity 
brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States  after 
the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  which 
forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  All  persons  engaged  in  the  manufacturing, 
marketing,  or  transportation  or  industrial  use  of  sugar  or  * 
liquid  sugar,  and  having  information  which  the  Secretary 
deems  necessary  to  enable  him  to  administer  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  shall,  upon  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  fur- 
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nish  him  with  such  information.  Any  person  willfully  fail¬ 
ing-  or  refusing  to  furnish  such  information  or  furnishing 
willfully  any  false  information,  shall  upon  conviction  he 
subject  to  a  penalty  of  not  more  than  $1,000  for  each  such 
violation. 

Sec.  407.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in  any  official 
capacity  in  the  administration  of  this  Act,  invest  or  speculate 
in  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  contracts  relating  thereto,  or  the 
stock  or  membership  interests  of  any  association  or  corpora¬ 
tion  engaged  in  the  production  or  manufacturing  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar.  Any  person  violating  this  section  shall 
upon  conviction  thereof  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

Sec.  408.  Whenever  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  the  President  finds  and  proclaims  that  a  national  eco¬ 
nomic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  he  shall  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation, 
except  as  provided  in  section  207  of  this  Act,  of  all  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  II  above,  and,  thereafter,  the  operation  of  such 
title  shall  continue  in  suspense  until  the  President  finds  and 
proclaims  that  the  facts  which  occasioned  such  suspension  no 
longer  exist.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  investigations 
and  reports  thereon  to  the  President  as  may  be  necessary  to 
aid  him  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  409.  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
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action  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  he 
is  authorized,  if  first  requested  by  persons  constituting  or 
representing  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  persons  affected 
in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  to 
make  for  such  area  surveys  and  investigations  to  the  extent 
he  deems  necessary,  including  the  holding  of  public  hearings, 
and  to  make  recommendations  with  respect  to  (a)  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  contracts  between  the  producers  and 
processors  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area  and 
(b)  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  laborers 
and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area.  In 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  information  shall 
not  be  made  public  with  respect  to  the  individual  operations 
of  any  processor,  producer,  or  laborer. 

Sec.  410.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  conduct  sur¬ 
veys,  investigations,  and  research  relating  to  the  conditions 
and  factors  affecting  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  Act  and  for  the  benefit  of 
agriculture  generally  in  any  area.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  existing  law,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make 
public  such  information  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  411.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under 
this  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1952,  except 
that  the  Secretary  shall  have,  power  to  make  payments  under 
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title  III  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1952  and 
previous  crop  years. 

Sec.  412.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  where  an 
earlier  effective  date  is  provided  for  herein,  shall  become 
effective  January  1,  194.8.  As  provided  in  section  513  of 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary 
under  that  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1947,  except 
that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 
title  III  of  that  Act  under  programs  thereunder  applicable 
to  the  crop  year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 

TITLE  V— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  INTERNAL 

REVENUE  CODE 

Sec.  501.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3507  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  (relating  to  the  definition  of  “manu¬ 
factured  sugar”)  is  amended  bv  inserting  in  the  parenthesis 
after  the  word  “added”  therein  the  following:  “or  developed 
in  the  product”. 

(b)  Section  3508  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  (relat¬ 
ing  to  termination  of  taxes)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“SEC.  3508.  TERMINATION  OF  TAXES. 

“No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  on  the 
manufacture,  use,  or  importation  of  sugar  or  articles  com¬ 
posed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  after  June  30,  1953.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  3490  or  3500,  no  tax 
shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  with  respect  to  unsold 
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sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  on  June  30,  1953,  or  with 
respect  to  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar 
held  in  customs  custody  or  control  on  such  date. 

“With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief 
value  of  sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed  under  section  3500 
has  been  paid  and  which,  on  June  30,  1953,  are  held  by  the 
importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other  disposition,  there 
shall  be  refunded  (without  interest)  to  such  importer,  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Customs  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar 
or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar.” 

(c)  The  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
provided  for  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  upon  the 
first  day  of  the  second  month  following  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  PROCEEDINGS 

_  ;_J  OF- INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE  Issued  July  10,  1947 

Division  of  Legislative  Reports  For  actioh3  of  July  9,  1947 

(For  Department  staff  only)  ,  .  SOth-lst,  No.  130 
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ilGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  Aiken  crop— insurance  "bill.  Hou^  delated  sugar  lill.  House 
committee  ordered  reported  Wills  to  permit:  tinier  salj^in  Tongass  Forest,  to  make 
specific  provision  for  milk-price  support,  to  provider  for  Alaska  settlement  ly  vet¬ 
erans,  and  to  amend  Reclamation  A^t.  Rep*  Hardy  J^xroduced  lill  to  amend  AAAct  re 
peanut  marketing  quotas.  Presidents^yyproved  Justice,  Commerce,  Judiciary  ap¬ 

propriation  lill. 


SENATE 

1.  CROP  INSURANCE.  Passed  with^Cendments  S.  13 26, ''So  place  the  crop-insurance 

program  on  a  limited  lasij^pp.  2696-9).  Agreed  tcS^in  amendment  ly  Sen,  Aiken,. 
Vt-,  to  authorize  $25,0#®7000  additional  capital  insSjad  of  $50,0000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  lill  as  Reported  (xo.  5699).  For  provision1^  of  lill  see  Digest  111. 

COMMITTEE  STAFF,  jf. he  Chairman  of  the  Agriculture  and  Forest^Comnit  tee  submit¬ 
ted  a  rexoort  ojrthe  names  and  salaries  of  the  Committee  staff  rv*  6655). 

APPROPRIATE?^.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported,  with  amendment^;:  H.  R„ 
3993,  tkjelegislative  appropriation  lill  (S»  Rept,  467)  (p,  6655);  ancN^.  R. 

3^>JS military  appropriation, Lill  (S»  Rept.  465)(p<>  6655)0  • 

jIGKT  SAVING  TIME.  The  D.  C.  Committee,  reported  without  amendment  S.  1421 
;o  authorize  the  D.  C.  Commissioners  to  establish  daylight-saving  time  in  D. 
during  the  summer  of  each  year  (p.  6655). 


<  '  HOUSE 


5*  SUGAR,  Began  delate  on  H.  R.  4075»  the  sugar  lill  (lop.  6720-31).. 


6706-19) . 


2PRIATI0N  BILL.  Passed  with  amendments  this  lill,  H.  R.  4l06  (pp 


FOOD  SHIPMENTS,  Rep.  Vorys,  Ohio,  insi 
ments  of  food  from  Grce 
■  tion,  was  1 


and  H,  Res, 


^Department  report  on  ship- 
ig  this  informa— 


alle  (p.  6704),  Rexos.  Rogers,  Masst 


md‘ 


otw 4'feoi»Qi^io’fQicyfe4'6Hf>">»i4fa—'bh.o  yepoyt  (yp»  SyQ^'l-^'V 


S.  SUGAR.  Repo  Eberharter,  Pa. ,  said  the  intent  of  Congress  is  being  disregarded 
concerning  allocation  of  sugar  for  industrial  users  and  recommended  termination 
of  these  controls  (p*  8705)0  * • _ • 


-— . .  ii  *  w*ww 


STOCKPILING-0  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  the  Strate¬ 
gic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act  so  as  to  enable  CCC  to  be  compensat- f 
ed.  for.  materials  transferred  to  .the.  stockpile  in  the  same  m.a.n.ner,  ,a,s.  is  now  pro- ,  - 
vidad  .for.  ARC,,,  by  cancellation  of  Treasury  notes;  to  Armed  Services,  Committee  * 
,(p.  S/736.) •  '  ,  ’  ....... 


10*  FOREST  TIMBER.  The . Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported,  (but  ,d,id 
r.e,]wt)  H.J.Res.  205 »  to  provide,  for  the  sale  of  timber  within  the. 
.National  Forest  (p.  D503) , . 


not  Virtually 
ss 
JF 


11,  MILK  P.RICBkl SUPPORTS.  The  Ranking  pad  Currency  Committee  ordered  aborted  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  K.R.  3370,  to  provide  for  a  support,  pojrce  of  milk  (p. 
D50S).  The  Saily  Digest  states:  "Under  the  bill  the  Secretararof  Agriculture 
is  directed  tdVannounce  the  support  price  for  all  milk  produced  in  the  United 
States  until  December  31*  19^*  The  announced  support '  price  shall  be  for  a 
period  of  3  or  6  tenths  and  shall  be  ’at  not  less  than  percent  of  parity’ 
and  shall  include  a^l  milk  regardless  of  its  ultimate  Jrse.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  direc£Wl  to  make  this  announcement  w^^nin  oO  days  after  the-  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  the  acr^" 


12.  LANDS.  The  Public  Lands  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
the  following  bills:  K.R.  2o &7,  to  permit  mining  in  Harney  National  Forest; 

H.R.  2873,  to  amend  the  provis^pns  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  19 39 1  H.R. 
3218,  to  provide  emergency  funds  fese  the  DurdKu  of  Reclamation  operation;  K.R. 
5971i  to  increase  size  of  isolateVor  dijfconnectod  tracts  that  can  be  sold; 

H.R,  4059,  to  provide  for  set tl erne nSLof  parts  of  Alaska  by  war,  veterans;  H.R. 
U079,  to  amend  the  Taylor  Grazing  Anfcegarding  grazing  fees  and  permits; 

S.  753,  to  defer  collection  of  con^x ruction  charges,  Flathead  Irrigation  -pro¬ 
ject;  and  S.  1185,  to  provide  foir  di«posaLof  certain  materials  on  public  lands 


(pp.  D509-10) • 


SILLS  INTRODUCED 


13»  PEANUTS;  AAACT.  H.R.  by  Rep.  Handy,  Ya. , '  toitamend  the  peanut  marketing 

quota  provisions  of  tjjc  Agricultural  Adjustment  ActJ^  To  Agriculture  Committee. 

.  fp.  S737-)  .  . 


l4.  FURLIO  WORKS.  Hy£  4125,  by  Rep.  Rains,  Ala.,  relating 
agencies  for  tjaro  construction  of  certain  public  works. - 
mittoe.  (p.  Sq37«). 


To 


)ans  by  Federal 
Public  Works  Com- 


15.  FLOOD  C0NTJTOL.,  H.R.  4l26,  by  Rep.  Ramey,  Ohio,  to  include  the  Howard  Farms  Reno 
area,  Ljrfcas  County,  Ohio,  within  the  provisions  of  the  Flood  Conts&l  Act  of 
June  22,  1936.,  To  Public  Works  Committee,  (p.  S737») 


l6.  PE^ONNEL.  H.R.  4l27,  by  Rep.  Stevenson,  Wis.,  "to  amend  the  Civil  Scrape  Re¬ 
tirement  Act."  To  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee.  (p.  S737.') 


RECONSTRUCTION  FINANCE  CORPORATION.  S,  15S7,  by  Sen*  Johnston,  S.C.,  to  amen! 
the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  Act  so  as  to  authorize  the  RFC  to- pur- "V 
chase -home  loans  guaranteed  or  insured  under  the  G.I.  Dill.  To  Ranking  and 


P&'narks  of  auth 


lutlfer" 


Cprr.pncy  Committee, 


!lg.  ELE  CTRIE I  CATION. .  E.  1591, 


request),  to  transfer  cer¬ 


tain  I  i  i  ii  1 1 1  h  n  m  H  I"  substations,  aupurtenances,  mn',->iquip,^ent  in  connec- 
11,111  miIM  III  sale  and  disposition  of*  electric  energy  gene  rat  eda^'thwt^Eoxt 
teck.pro ject »  Mont.  To  Public  Lands  Committee.  (p.  8656.) 

SU  GAP.  S.  1584, 'the  proposed  Suge.r  Act  of  1943  (see:  Digest  192),  is*  identical 
to* H.R.  4075  as  reported  by  the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  except  that'  it 
contains  a  provision  which  would,  within  linited  circumstances,  make  effective, 
in  the  sugarcane  areas  but  not  in  the  su&ar  beet  areabfthe  fair  wage  and  price 
provisions  of  the  present  Act.  For  provisions  of  H.R.  40J5  sec  Digest  123. 


20*  PERSONNEL,  .  S»  1537  (sec  Digest.  124)  would  increase  the  salaries  of  department 
heads  ^0. $20, 000,  of  Under  Secretaries  to  $17,500,  and  of  Assistant  Secretaries 
to  $15,000. 


21. 


ITEMS  III  APPENDIX 

EXECUTIVE  ORGANIZATION.  Sen.  McClellan,  Ark.,  inserted  a  Washington  News  edit¬ 
or  inrV  etter  Government,"  commending  the  enactment  of  the  bill  to^provide  for 

a  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  (p,  A36l7)» 


23- 


25« 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Angell,  Oreg. ,  inserted  his  statement  b^ore  the  House 
Public  Works  committee  opposing  H.R.  3036,  to  amend  laws  governing  the  market¬ 
ing  of  hydroel^^ric  power  generated  at  Federal  projects jm  navigable  streams 

(pp.  A3619-21). 

EDUCATION;  INEORMATlclV  Rep.  Mundt,  S.Dak.,  ins ert^'a  Pathfinder  magazine  ar¬ 
ticle  favoring  H.R.  33^8*  the  foreign  infornatior^Cnd  educational  exchange  bill 

(p.  A3626). 

HOUSING;  R.F.C.  Extension  ofNup.arks  of  Rej^r  Kefnuver,  Tenn. ,  urging  passage 
of  his  bill,  H.R.  4053,  to  aneraithe  recast  RFC  act  so  as  to  authorize  RFC  to 
purcha.se  hone  loans  guaranteed  o^^nsupm  under  the  G. I.  Bill  (pp#A3626-7 ) . 

COMMITTEE  HEAR ING^-^L eased  by  G.P.O. 

FUR  SITUATION.  Pt.  2.  House  Agriculture ^mmittee. 


BILL 


PROVED  BY  THE  PR] 


)ENT 


26.  STATE,  JUSTICE,  COMMERCE* AND  JUDICIARY  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1943.  H.R.  3311  in¬ 
cludes  appropriationarfor  various  international  organizations,  including  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Organization;  funds  for  U.S.  obligations  of  the  Internat¬ 
ional  Boundary  aou  Water  Commission,  U.S.  and  Mexico;  provides  for  transfers 
to  department s>fssisting  in  special  and  technical  investigations  for  the  U.S.— 
Canada  International  Joint  Commission;  appropriates  $3,900,OKjX)  for  cooperation 
with  Latiiyfimerica,  including  authorization  for  transfers  fro^this  fund  for 
agricultural  experiment  and  demonstration  stations  in  Latin  America;  provides 
for  tlmrBureau  of  Standards  to  test  and  develop  standards  for  equipment  and 
supples  in  connection  with  Government  purchases;  and  appropriates  $4,000,000 
f ojr  a  census  of  manufactures  by  the  Census  Bureau.  Approved  July  9  uVblic 
-  W  ll6,  30th  Cong.). 


-  0  — 


'  COMMITTEE-HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS  for  July  10:  II.  Public  Lands, 


-  4  - 


tarnation  bureau  (Srannari  to  testify);  K*  Agriculture,,  purchase  of  surplus 
and 'ui*hGes sed  goods  for  foreign  relief  ( SJl.Snith,  Rhodes,  Burke.r  nf  PMA 
tify) ;  H.  fkthlic  Lands,  reclamation  prog  ran  and  development  of  *coafuji<*fuDlic  do¬ 
main;  R,  Appropriations,  deficiency  (ex. ) ;  H,  Education  and  Laftfrtf^n minum  wage 
rate;  H.  Foreign  Affa*i:r3w  Inter-  American  Institute  ( ex. )  ^^rlriter  state  and  For — 
eign  Commerce,  amendments  tfi^Si^dera'l  Power  Act;  H^jaSa^^and  Means,  ge’neral  tax;  S. 
Snail  Business,  steel  hearings;  u&44j^Coamit^8»^ri  Economic  Report,  economic  stab- 


ilizatip.n;.  S,  Appropriations,  War  Lepa! 


For  July  11?  S.  Public'  Lands,  for£S#ry  prog3 
(Watts,  Marsh,  Crafts ,  of  Fg^f^testify)  • 


civil  functions  appropriation  hill, 
rational  resources,  subcommittee 


-  o 


For 


.enental  information  and  copies  of  legislative  material  ref erre^i^j^  call 
4654  or  send  to  Room  113  Adm#  Arrangements  may  "be  made  to  he  kent  advi^ 
routinely,  of  developments  on  any  particular  hill,  '  '  * 


—  0O0  - 
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the  Armed  Services  Committee  of  the 
Senate  on  May  6,  1947: 

I  feel  that  in.  the  controversies  and  dis¬ 
cussions  that  have  so  far  taken  place  (in 
relation  to  an  improved  organization  for 
national  security)  the  emphasis  has  been 
wrongly  placed:  that,  so  to  speak,  the  cart 
has  been  put  before  the  horse. 

Third.  Prom  a  national  security  stand¬ 
point  our  most  pressing  need  of  the  mo¬ 
ment  is  an. agency  which  will  coordinate 
and  tie  together  all  those  activities  of 
government  ^vhich  have  to  do  with  the 
political,  the  ftpilitary,  the  economic,  and 
the  industrial\factors  involved  in  the 
common  defense 

Fourth.  As  to\the  reorganization  of 
the  military  departments  themselves,  it 
is  my  feeling  that  by  a  process  of  evolu¬ 
tion  and  real  interservice  education  a 
truly  single  service  might  become  a 
probability  within  a  generation. 

Fifth.  At  a  time  wh'&i  every  prospect 
of  the  future  indicates  'a  necessity  for  a 
simplified  and  economical  structure,  it 
establishes  an  organization  which  multi¬ 
plies,  complicates,  and  one  which  will 
strain  the  financial  resources  of  this 
country  to  maintain.  Money  badly 
needed  for  real  military  needs  will  be 
used  for  a  greatly  enlarged  departmental 


structure  and  overhead. 


A,- 


Sixth.  The  crux  of  the  matter'an  this 
respect  is  of  course  the  demand  of  the 
Army  Air  Forces  for  autonomy.  With¬ 
out  this  demand  we  could  proceed  with 
an  orderly  coordination  of  the  two  serv¬ 
ices  on  an  economical  basis  and  ulti¬ 
mately  to  a  single  service. 

Seventh.  Insofar  as  air  is  concerned, 
and  I  consider  myself  qualified  to  speak, 
I  feel  that  at  the  moment,  as  of  today, 
the  Air  Forces  of  the  Army  and  the  Navy, 
are  the  most  essential  offensive  and  de, 
fensive  components  of  our  militaj 
strength.  Nothing  should  be  done 
weaken  them  in  any  way,  and 
mindedness  must  continue  to  be  a  requi¬ 
site  in  all  military  and  naval  planning 
and  thinking. 

Eighth.  If  the  Army  Air  Forces  attain 
separate  departmental  status,  $  is  my 
belief  that  they  will  tend  to  become  fro¬ 
zen  in  an  outmoded  pattern  due  to  lack 
of  competition.  They  will  ssoon  become 
the  only  air  forces  of  the  United  States, 
for  I  am  certain  that  t«e  Naval  Air 
Forces  cannot  long  maintain  their  pres¬ 
ent  status  and  efficiency/ds-a-vis  a  sep¬ 
arate  air  department. 

Ninth.  Without  air  jthe  ground  Army 
and  the  surface  Navjff  still  able  to  exert 
tremendous  influenqfc,  will  tend  to  be¬ 
come  completely  reactionary  in  their  ef¬ 
forts  to  maintaii/  their  own  size  and 
prestige. 

Tenth.  To  my/mind  there  is  less  reason 
for  a  separate/ department  of  air,  now, 
than  there  was  25  or  30  years  ago  when 
proponents  pi  such  action  were  just  as 
strong  in  their  convictions  and  used 
many  of  ^e  same  arguments  to  back 
up  their  qontentions. 

Eleventh.  What  concern  us  as  a  nation 
now  is  the  future.  What  of  the  future  of 
military  air?  No  one  knows  exactly,  but 
in  this  connection  I  invite  your  attention 
to  Df.  J.  C.  Hunsaker’s  letter  dated  Jan¬ 
uary  10,  1947,  wherein  he  says: 

The  close  of  the  war  marked  the  end  of 
one  whole  phase  of  development  of  the  air¬ 


plane  as  conceived  by  the  Wright  brothers./  '.  what  the  true  situation  is.  I  am  afraic 
The  airplane  in  its  present  form  is  no  longe/  >ttie  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  are  moy 

Ilomestic.  Here  a  few  wi 
$300,000,000  to  feed 
e  hear  about  foodstuffs/be- 
:om  Greece  into  this  ooun- 
uld  find  out  whether  our 
g  wisely  spent  and  wnether 
dstuffs  that  are  coming  out 
uld  not  more  properly  be 
are  of  the  Greek.yand  thus 
)00  of  the  taxpay/rs’  money 
y. 

.ocked.  I  think/the  Foreign 
ittee  must  be  inore  tied  up 
in  tne  interest  of  foreign  anuntries  than 
they  are  in  the  United  States  of  America 
and  they  do  not  want/  the  American 
citizens  to  know  what  As  going  on.  It 
bothers  me.  I  (thinly  the  people  of 
America  ought  to  hav/the  right  to  know 
whether  you  are  spending  their  money 
wisely.  I  am  of  the/pinion  you  are  not 
doing  the  thing  beat  for  America  by  not 
letting  the  American  people  know  exact¬ 
ly  how  you  are  sq/andering  their  money 
abroad.  /  \ 

RDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimo/s  consent  to,  address  the 
House  on  tomorrow  for  15  minutes  after 
disposition  /f  matters  on  the  Speaker’s 
desk  and  a/the  conclusion  of  any  special 
orders  hemtofore  entered.  / 

The  SBEAKER?  Is  there  objection  to 
the  reqiutst  of  the  gentleman  froih  Penn¬ 
sylvania?  \ 

The*:  was  no  objection.  ' 

PEf/lISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 
EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
asl^  unanimous  consent  to  address  the 
e  for  1  minute. 

e  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
e  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
ylvania? 

There  was,  no  objection, - - - 


a  sound  basis  for  future  planning  for  t: 
national  defense. 

Twelfth.  Since  the  future  of  military 
air  power  is  not  to  be  in  the  patte/n  of 
World  War  II,  justification  for  «  sep¬ 
arate  department  of  air  should  foot  be 
made  on  the  basis  that  the  Ajroy  Air 
Forces  earned  such  a  status  /by  their 
splendid  work  in  that  war.  If  justified, 
it  must  be  on  the  basis  of  fhture  war¬ 
fare  which  is  an  entirely  different  matter. 

Thirteenth.  In  my  opinion,  a  critical, 
impartial  analysis  will  shp’w  that  future 
air  operations  will  becoi/e  more  closely 
integrated  with  all  other  phases  of  mili¬ 
tary  operations;  instead  of  becoming 
more  independent,  ground  armies  and 
surface  navies  will  exist  in  such  size  and 
in  such  form  as  wifi  best  enable  them 
to  contribute  to  t£fe  support  of  the  air 
offensive. 

Fourteenth.  H/R.  2319,  providing  for 
creation  of  the/national  defense  estab¬ 
lishment,  would  set  the  pattern  for  our 
military  orgariization  for  some  time  to 
come.  If  that  pattern  proved  wrong,  it 
would  be  difficult  if  not  impossible  to 
change,  for  the  structure  it  sets  up  would 
increase  the  collective  influence  of  the 
military  ,  bn  our  Government  to  a  dan¬ 
gerous  degree. 

Fifteenth.  My  personal  recommenda¬ 
tion  for  an  immediate  solution  to  the 
problems  involved  in  improving  our  or¬ 
ganization  for  national  security  would 
be,,;a  coordinated  two-department  estab¬ 
lishment  with  adequate  and  positive  safe¬ 
guards  for  the  air  forces  of  each  de- 
/partment.  Such  an  organization  could 
vbe  relatively  simple  and  economical. 

Sixteenth.  On  the  question  you  ask  in 
regard  to  the  opinion  of  men  in  the 
service.  I  do  not  feel  qualified  to  speak 
fomny  considerable  number.  I  do  know 
thaft.many  naval  officers  who  have  given 
the  Subject  considerable  thought  agree 
with  me  in  general,  and  that  is  partic¬ 
ularly  true  of  mafty  naval  aviators  who 
are  likely  to  occupy  positions  of  great 
responsibility  in  the  next  10  to  20  years. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from,  Pennsylvania  has  expired. 

SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  MASON/  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent 'that  I  may  address  the 
House  for  30  minutes  on  Monday  next 
following  the  disposition  of  the  business 
on  the  Speaker’s  tkble  and  other  special 
orders  heretofore  ehtered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Ss  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois?  \ 

There  was  no  objection. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker*  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  address  the  House  for 
1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  my  re¬ 
marks.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 

FOOD  PACKAGES  FROM  GREECE 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  quite 
surprised  that  we  had  this  report  from 
the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  ago.  It  is  difficult  to  determine 


\ 


SUGAR  RATIONING 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  the  membership  of  the  House 
knows  my  record  is  pretty  consistent  so 
far  as  support  of  the  price  control  and 
rationing  programs  are  concerned;  how¬ 
ever,  recently  my  attention  has  been 
called  to  the  manner  in  which  those  in 
charge  of  sugar  rationing  are  subverting, 
seemingly  intentionally  and  deliberately, 
the  will  of  the  Congress  insofar  as  the 
act  recently  passed  concerning  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  sugar  is  concerned  for  indus¬ 
trial  users. 

I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
sugar  rationing  ought  to  be  abolished 
and  I  think  that  should  be  done  before 
the  Congress  adjourns.  I  have  reached 
that  conclusion,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  I 
believe  those  in  charge  are  deliberately 
and  intentionally  violating  the  purpose 
and  intent  of  the  Congress  when  it  passed 
the  last  act. 

I  hope  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency  will  look  into  the  way  the  act 
is  being  administered  and  bring  in  a 
simple  resolution  before  we  adjourn  end¬ 
ing  sugar  control. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  expired. 

"  “committ eeTon  XT&t'E^ans'  afrATES"  “** 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
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the  Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs  be 
permitted  to  sit  during  general  debate 
of  the  House  today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

Mr.  MUNDT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix  of  the  Record  and  include  an 
editorial  by  Wheeler  McMillen,  editor  of 
the  Pathfinder  magazine,  on  the  subject 
Voice  of  America. 

Mr.  ANGELL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  certain  remarks  he 
made  in  the  Public  Works  Committee. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Mr.  Speaker;  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

OHIO  RIVER  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  at 
this  time  to  congratulate  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bender]  for  at  last  find¬ 
ing  something  wrong  at  home  in  Cleve¬ 
land,  Ohio,  although  only  72  cents  seems 
to  be  involved,  according  to  his  report. 
The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bender] 
has  been  spreading  out  trying  to  revise 
human  nature  in  the  Southern  States  so 
long  that  I  was  afraid  he  would  never 
get  back  to  Ohio  with  his  investigations. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  help  him  find  out 
from  the  Post  Office  Department  what 
is  wrong  in  Cleveland  and  assist  him 
in  every  way  I  can  to  secure  the  proper 
correction. 

I  understand  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  has  also  had  another  revival  of 
righteousness  and  introduced  a  bill  pro¬ 
viding  for  an  Ohio  River  Authority.  He 
excludes  the  generation  of  electric  power 
in  this  bill;  however,  he  does  provide 
authority  for  the  people  of  Ohio  to  at 
least  look  at  the  Ohio  River.  If  they 
will  do  that  and  realize  that  there  arj  ‘ 
10,000,000,000  kilowatt-hours  of  elj 
tricity  a  year  going  to  waste  in  the  Ohio 
River  which  the  people  of  Ohio  needfs and 
will  need  more  as  they  depletf?  their 
present  coal  supply,  which  is  no af  on  the 
decline,  the  gentleman  from  -£)hio  will 
have  rendered  two  distinct/services  to 
the  people  of  Ohio  whilaA  letting  the 
Southern  States  have  a  rast. 

DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIAAPPROPRIATION 
BILL,  LW8 

Mr.  HORAN,  m/  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  r/solve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  tta  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Uoflon  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H?  R.  4106)  making  appro¬ 
priations  fov'the  government  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  and  other  activities 
chargeable  in  whole  or  in  part  against 
the  reyenues  of  such  District  for  the 
fif£al-^ear  endine  June  30,  1948,  and  for 
othef  purposes;  and  pending  that  mo- 
tiqn,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  general  debate  on  the  bill  be 
/limited  to  1  hour,  one-half  of  the  time 


to  be  controlled  by  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  and  the 
other  half  by  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  although  we  have 
not  had  any  requests  for  time  over  that 
amount  on  this  side,  I  think  it  would  be 
better  if  we  could  agree  on  an  hour  and 
a  half.  If  we  do  not  use  it,  all  right;  we 
can  start  reading  the  bill. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is 
agreeable  to  me,  and  I  amend  my  re¬ 
quest  accordingly. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  time  to  be  di¬ 
vided  between  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  and  myself. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Yes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
.  from  Washington. 

'  v  The  motion  was  agreed  toi 

^Accordingly  the  House  resolved 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
on 'the  State  of  the  Union  for 


erve  on  the  Sub- 
bpriations  for  the 
is  a  responsibility 
this  House  would 


tion  of  the  bill  H.  R.  41 
9,wn  of  Ohio  in  the  chair 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  ofiifeie  bill. 

By  una’himous  consent,  t he  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  feyi  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  30  mintkes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to, 
committee  on 
District  of  Colur 
which  few  Memtj 
seriously  requea 

Personally,  however,  tdiave  found  it  to 
involve  a  valuable  opportunity  for  public 
service  because  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia — thejNation’s  Capital-— is  the  prop¬ 
erty  of  $ne  entire  Nation.  It  l^vthe  prop¬ 
erty  of  my  own  district  and  or\£ny  own 
State,  and  not  just  the  propertNof  the 
5le  who  live  here.  Furthermore  it  is 
only  the  Nation’s  Capital  but  iimhe 
3pinion  and  in  the  desire  of  some  or^is 
'in  this  House,  it  is  fast  becoming  tf 
capital  of  the  world.  To  serve  its  needs 
adequately  is  to  safeguard  the  interests 
of  every  citizen  in  every  district  in  all 
48  States  of  the  Union. 

Congress  is,  under  the  Constitution, 
the  trustee  for  the  efficient  operation  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  Government 
and  for  the  welfare  of  that  body  of  our 
American  citizenry  who,  because  of  the 
needs  of  the  Federal  Government,  must 
make  the  city  of  Washington  a  tempo¬ 
rary  place  of  abode.  This  trusteeship 
places  responsibility  upon  any  person 
serving  on  a  District  committee — 
whether  legislative  or  appropriations — 
to  serve  sincerely,  adequately,  and  ener¬ 
getically  in  devising  a  fiscal  program 
which  will  maintain  and  assure  the  suc¬ 
cessful  operation  of  every  phase  of  the 
life  of  this  Nation’s  Capital. 

Aside  from  myself  as  chairman,  the 
membership  of  the  committee  has  in¬ 
cluded  the  Honorable  Karl  Stefan, 
Member  of  Congress  from  Nebraska,  to 
whom  I  am  especially  indebted  for  coun¬ 
sel  and  assistance,  and  to  whom  the 
people  of  the  District  of  Columbia  owe 


a  debt  of  gratitude  that  cannot  easily 
be  discharged,  for  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Stefan]  has  continued  to 
serve  without  stint  of  time  or  energy  in 
the  interest  of  good  government  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  for  moft  than  10 
years.  His  knowledge  of  tb4  intricacies 
of  the  amazing  network  ojrooards,  com¬ 
missions,  departments,  bureaus,  associ¬ 
ations,  and  agencies  Vfffach  go  to  make 
up  what  we  generally*tiall  the  municipal 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
is  enormous.  I  should  like  also  to  ex¬ 
press  my  appreciation  for  the  assistance 
given  us  in  consideration  of  this  bill  by 
the  other  members  of  the  committee,  the 
Honorable  Ralph  E.  Church,  from  Illi¬ 
nois;  the  honorable  Lowell  Stockman, 
Member  df  Congress  from  Oregon;  the 
Honorqjdle  George  Andrews,  from  Ala- 
bamaAthe  Honorable  Joseph  Bates,  of 
Kentucky;  and  the  Honorable  John 
Fo/Arty,  Member  of  Congress  from 
?ode  Island.  I  wish  especially  to  ex- 
Sress  a  chairman’s  gratitude  to  his  col- 
*  leagues  on  the  committee  for  the  consid¬ 
erable  time  they  have  devoted  in  helpful 
consideration  of  the  problems  involved 
in  this  bill.  I  also  wish  to  express  on 
behalf  of  the  entire  committee  our  grati¬ 
tude  to  the  very  able  and  conscientious 
executive  secretary  of  the  committee, 
Mr.  Corhal  Orescan,  whose  helpfulness 
and  devotion  to  the  needs  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  characterized  every  effort  in  the 
long  weeks  given  to  the  consideration  of 
this  bill. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  for  consideration 
here,  represents  an  increase  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $750,000  over  the  estimates  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  President’s  budget.  It 
represents  an  increase  of  approximately 
$5,000,000  over  the  appropriations  made 
for  the  fiscal  year  just  ended.’ 

This  is  the  last  of  the  appropriation 
bills  to  come  before  this  body.  It  is 
entirely  different  from  any  other  appro¬ 
priation  bill  on  which  this  House  acts. 
This  is  not  a  Federal  supply  bill.  It  is 
a  supply  bill  for  the  local  government 
of  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  lat¬ 
ter  assumes  many  of  the  aspects  of  a 
State. 

I  have  served  faithfully  on  two  other 
lajor  subcommittees.  I  recognize  that 
je  Federal  Government  must  cut  its  ex- 
ses  and  balance  without  question  its 
animal  budget  if  this  Nation  is  to  remain 
solvent.  At  the  same  time,  I  feel  that 
those  imblic  services  which  the  people 
demancf^hould  be  progressively  assured 
wherever  /fitting  and  possible  by  local 
government^  This  we  have  tried  to  rec¬ 
ognize  in  the^bill  before  you. 

Our  consideration  followed  two  gen¬ 
eral  lines.  FirS^the  elimination  as  far 
as  possible,  of  duplication,  waste,  and  in¬ 
efficiency  by  clarification  of  the  authori¬ 
ties  which  exist  here  in  the  District. 
And,  when  one  realizestthat  there  are  no 
less  than  31  various  autonomous  offices, 
boards  and  organizations  within  the 
framework  of  our  Districu.governrnent, 
one  can  gain  some  concept  cfltthe  confu-. 
sion  that  can  occur  in  consideration  of 
the  budget  for  the  District  of  Columbia. 

In  fact,  only  in  the  budget  and  around 
the  hearing  table  do  some  of  these 
various  autonomous  bodies  meet  each 
other.  It  has  been  my  habit  to  call  our 
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Ir.  HORAN.  Our  action  was  taken 
2  weeks  ago. 

I  ask  the  Committee  to  vote  down  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  HUTTES  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman?^ill  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 

from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  BATES  o£  Massachusetts.  If  this 
overcrowded  condition  exists,  and  I  speak 
from  long  experience  in  this  particular 
field,  why  have  theV  during  the  last  10 
years  abandoned  13  school  buildings,  and 
why  do  these  conditiorte  exist  during  a 
period  of  time  when  thew  have  already 
spent  over  $13,000,000  on\ew  construc¬ 
tion?  Why  are  they  und^r  your  bill 
abandoning  these  four  big  sc^nol  build¬ 
ings  of  masonry  construction  obat  have 
been  built  only  since  1880  or  18§Q,  some 
of  them  since  1900?  Those  are  the^mes- 
tions  we  ought  to  know  about  beforWwe 
foist  on  the  taxpayers  of  this  city  'fcfte 
tremendous  expenditure  that  is  beir 
recommended  in  this  bill,  which  in  th^ 
aggregate  ultimately  will  mean  $18,000,- 
000. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  do  not  want  to  belabor 
the  Committee,  but  it  was  in  answering 
the  questions  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  has  just  propounded  to  me 
that  we  called  Dr.  Corning  and  Dr.  Wil¬ 
kinson  back  to  our  committee  not  once 
but  four  times.  I  am  convinced  that  we 
need  school  construction  because,  in  spite 
of  what  the  gentleman  says,  we  still  have 
6,743  children  on  part-time  instruction 
in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  BATES  of  Massachusetts.  What 
did  Dr.  Corning  say  about  the  abandon¬ 
ment  of  these  four  large  masonry-con¬ 
structed  buildings  and  the  13  school 
buildings  since  1937? 

Mr.  HORAN.  That  was  due  to  popu¬ 
lation  shifts. 

Mr.  BATES  of  Massachusetts.  Of 
course,  population  can  be  fitted  into 
school  conditions,  I  know  that. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  you 
to  vote  down  the  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  concur  in  everything 
the  chairman  of  our  subcommittee  has^ 
just  related  to  this  committee.  We  ha 
something  like  this  taken  up  before  tffe 
f  ufl  committee  on  yesterday  morning, 
where  a  motion  was  made  to  strike/fbout 
$2,000,000  for  schools  from  this  bill. 
After  considerable  discussion  inn-he  full 
Committee  on  Appropriations^esterday 
morning,  the  amendment  w^withdrawn 
and  was  not  put  to  a  vg|e,  because  I 
think  it  was  clearly  showrahat  it  is  about 
time  we  did  somethingylo  give  the  chil¬ 
dren  of  this  District  a^ialf-decent  edu¬ 
cation.  Two  of  Vow  schools  that  are 
affected  in  this  amendment  are  colored 
schools.  They  aue  in  the  worst  sections 
of  the  city.  It  Wa,s  testified  at  the  hear¬ 
ings  before  tine  committee  that  this  city 
is  one  of  tha^orst  cities  in  the  country 
today  as  Ms  as  additional  schools  are 
needed.  yThis  is  the  Capital  of  our  great! 
country/^ and  yet  as  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  ye  sit  here  this  afternoon  and  are 
trying  to  decide  whether  to  eliminate 
education  that  is  so  badly,  needed  here  in 
tbfC  District  of  Columbia. 


I  hope  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Bates]  does  not  prevail.  The  arguments 
that  he  has  presented  here  this  after¬ 
noon  were  gone  over  fully  in  the  District 
hearings.  As  our  chairman  has  stated 
on  a  number  of  occasions,  the  Superin¬ 
tendent  of  Schools  was  recalled  on  four 
occasions.  The  architect  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  was  recalled  on  three  occasions.  He 
did  the  best  job  he  could  in  whittling 
down  the  plans  for  the  construction  to 
get  them  down  to  the  barest  minimum. 
This  is  not  a  cure-all  for  the  situation 
that  exists  here  in  the  District  today. 
It  is  only  a  beginning.  If  we  are  going 
to  determine  this,  we  must  determine  it 
now  and  do  something  and  not  put  it  off 
as  we  have  for  the  past  4  or  5  years. 

Mr.  BATES  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BATES  of  Massachusetts.  Is  it 
not  a  fact  that  at  the  present  time  there 
is  $7,000,000  in  cash  for  construction  in 
^he  fiscal  year  1948  in  addition  to  $2,- 
30,000  in  the  budget,  making  a  total  of 
$9^100,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1948,  so jt 
the^neantime  why  cannot  we  awaitJne 
survek  that  is  being  made  by  th<y®iu- 
nicipartfinance  committee  of  the^oard 
of  tradeNhat  is  tremendously  invested 
in  a  propdK  solution  of  this  problem? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  As  I  rem^ffber,  there 
are  about  $4^0,000  at  the  present  time. 
The  question  wa^  asked  of^our  chairman 
about  the  shift  iV  population.  That  was 
taken  up  in  the  c«m»mtee.  The  ques¬ 
tion  was  taken  upNof  using  buses  and 
transportation  of  thjnwkind.  It  has  been 
shown  in  other  cities  tnat  it  is  not  feasi¬ 
ble  and  not  economical.  ^This  is  one  way 
that  we  can  mgke  a  starfc^o  give  these 
children  a  hafff  decent  education  which 
they  are  njjf  getting  under  C^e  present 
system. 

Mr.  BrfTES  of  Massachusetts,  The 
gentleirffn  does  not  mean  to  inf eS  that 
there/are  only  $4,000,000  available*  for 
school  construction  for  the  fiscal  ySar 
19J8? 

Ir.  FOGARTY.  No. 

Mr.  BATES  of  Massachusetts.  There 
is  an  additional  $4,000,000  put  in  in  this 
bill. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  is  $3,000,000. 

Mr.  BATES  of  Massachusetts.  And 
there  are  $9,000,000  available  in  the 
budget  without  the  addition  that  we  are 
now  speaking  about. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No,  I  think  it  is  about 
$7,000,000. 

Mr.  BATES  of  Massachusetts.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  the  membership  of  our  subcommit¬ 
tee  after  considering  all  the  amounts 
and  the  entire  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations  after  considering  the  same 
amounts  in  the  bill  before  it  were  unani¬ 
mously  in  favor  of  the  amounts  contained 
in  this  bill. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  was  a  unani¬ 
mous  decision,  and  we  are  not  giving  in 
this  bill  half  of  what  they  asked  for. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  That  is  right. 


•  .  / 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  trust  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  does  not  prevail. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  tl>r  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

The  amendment  was  reja@£ed. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  CjRairman,  we 
notice  at  this  time  a  pymter’s  error  in 
the  bill.  I  refer  to  thejpriginal  commit¬ 
tee  print  which  was  ^considered  yester¬ 
day  at  page  20,  lineal,  where  the  figure 
$3,219,230  is  carriajf  When  the  bill  was 
reported  to  the  Upuse  yesterday  and  sent 
to  the  printer  ircame  back  with  the  fig¬ 
ure  altered  ^$1,923,000. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  Jne  correction  be  made  at  this 
time. 

The  £ HAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  thjf  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wa§pington? 

lere  was  no  objection. 

Ir.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  there 
fre  no  further  amendments,  I  move  that 
'the  committee  do  now  rise  and  report 
the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  sundry 
amendments,  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  amendments  be  agreed  to  and 
that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consider¬ 
ation  the  bill  H.  R.  4106,  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  appropriation  bill,  1948,  directed 
him  to  report  the  same  back  to  the  House, 
with  sundry  amendments,  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to  and  the  bill  as  amended  do 
pass. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  bill  and  all 
amendments  to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote  de¬ 
manded  on  any  amendment?  If  not,  the 
Chair  will  put  them  en  gross. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
re  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
tnfc  bill. 

ae  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  r^ad  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  ckne. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  Alas  passed. 

A  motion  ^reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

GENERAL  LEAVE^ffO  EXTEND  REMARKS 

Mr.  HORAN.  l\sk  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  Mr.  Speaker,  tlm  all  Members  may 
have  five  legislative  gays  in  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  gu  the  bill  just 
passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  ther^bjection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  askHjnan- 
imous  consent  that  the  two  statements 
from  the  Comptroller  General;  which  I 
submitted  during  the  debate,  may  be  iri- 
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erted  in  the  Record  at  the  place  re 

uested.  ,  .  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington?  .  .  / 

here  was  no  objection. 

CALL  OP  THE  HOUSE 

MURRAY  of  Wisconsin. 

I  make  the  point  of  ordi 


Mr. 

that 


Mf 

Speald  . 

there  \s  not  a  quorum  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  wi, 

[After  \ounting.l  One  hum 
thirty-six  Members  are  prese: 
quorum.  _ 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr, /Speaker, 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  oftthe  House  was 
The  Clerlacalled  the  roll 
lowing  Members  failed  to 
names: 


count, 
ed  and 
not  a 


dered. 

kind  the  fol- 
swer  to  their 


Andrews,  N.  Y. 
Bell 

Bennett,  Mich. 
Bland 
Bolton 
Buckley 
Byrne,  N.  Y. 
Clark 
Clements 
Cole,  Mo. 

Cole.  N.  Y. 

Coudert 

Courtney 

Cox 

Crosser 

Davis.  Tenn. 

Dingell 


loll  No.  105 

Dk-ksen 
Drk'ham 
Fis\er 
Puller 
Giffgrd 
Granfeer 
Hefieitfia: 
Jenni: 

Jones, 

Kelley 
Kerr 
Klei: 

Lyn 

McC#wen 
Ma> 

Ma/isfield, 
Mgpironey 


C. 


O’Konski 

Pfeifer 

Powell 

Price,  Ill. 

Reed,  Ill. 

Rizley 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Shafer 

Sheppard 

Short 

Smith,  Ohio 
Thomas,  N.  J. 
Thomas,  Tex. 
Towe 
Vinson 
Worley 


The  SPEAKER.  On  Ifciis  roll  call,  374 
Members  hav/ answered  \o  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanl 
ceedings  u: 
with. 

PERMISsibN  TO  ADDRESS  iVlE  HOUSE 

Mr.  FjpRAND.  Mr.  Spea^fr,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address 
for  1  minute. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obj 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  froi 
Island 

Tf 


ous  consentAfurther  pro- 
er  the  call  ware  dispensed 


te  House 

ption  to 
i  Rhode 


ere  was  no  objection. 

SMOCRATIC  CAUCUS,  THURSD^ 

JULY  10 

Ir.  FORAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wisl 
announce  for  the  benefit  of  the  Der 
ciatic  Members  that  there  will  be  a  cau¬ 
cus  in  this  Chamber  tomorrow  afternoc 
immediately  after  the  adjournment  ot 

/the  House. _ _ _  _ 

SUGAR  ACT  OP  1948 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
\  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  273  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows : 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the  adop- 

Ition  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to 
move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
|  (H.  R.  4075)  to  regulate  commerce  among 
’  the  several  States,  with  the  Territories  and 
r.  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with 
I  foreign  countries:  to  protect  the  welfare  of 
|  consumers  of  sugars  and  of  those  engaged  in 
r  the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry;  to 
{  promote  the  export  trade  of  the  United 
•  States;  and  for  other  purposes,  and  all  points 
;i  of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived, 
t;  That  after  general  debate,  which  shall  be 


confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to 
exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend¬ 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and  the 
previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Sabath],  and  reserve  30 
minutes. 

I  now  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  273 
makes  in  order  the  consideration  of  H.  R. 
4075,  which  may  be  cited  as  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948. 

This  is  an  open  rule  and  provides  for 
2  hours  general  debate.  I  understand 
the  bill  was  reported  unanimously,  or 
practically  so,  by  the  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  not  attempt  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  details  of  the  bill.  This  is  a 
new  Sugar  Act.  You  will  recall  that  in 
1934  Congress  passed  the  first  sugar  bill 
which  was  known  as  the  Jones-Costigan 
Act.  Later,  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  was 
passed. 

The  purpose  of  those  laws  was  to  sta¬ 
bilize  the  sugar  industry,  and  covered  all 
phases,  including  producing,  refining, 
and  importing.  The  Sugar  Act  of  1937 
has  been  extende9*from  time  to  time  by 
continuing  resolutions  of  Congress. 
This  law  expires  on  December  31,  of  this 
year.  It  is  therefore  necessary  to  either 
continue  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  or  pass  a 
new  law. 

Fortunately,  all  of  the  different  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  sugar  industry,  both  pro¬ 
ducers  and  refiners,  and  representing 
both  the  cane  and  sugarbeet  groups, 
have  agreed  upon  this  bill.  This  is  a 
most  important  piece  of  legislation.  I 
am  sure  all  of  you  realize  what  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  sugar  means  to  the 
economy  of  this  country. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MASON.  What  about  the  con¬ 
sumers?  Were  they  taken  in  on  these 
conferences  and  agreements? 

'  Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  would  like  to 
state  to  the  gentleman  that  unless  we 
have  some  sugar  legislation  there  will  be 
no  sugar  for  the  consumer.  So  I  say 
this  bill  is  in  the  interest  of  the  con¬ 
sumer.  First,  we  must  produce,  refine, 
and  distribute  sugar  before  there  will  be 
sufficient  supplies  for  the  consumer,  in¬ 
cluding  housewives  and  industrial  users. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  we  produce  about  27  percent  of 
the  sugar  we  consume.  Does  this  bill 
provide  for  quotas  on  the  production  of 
American  sugar,  either  beet  sugar  or 
cane  sugar? 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Yes;  it  does,  on 
both  cane  sugar  and  beet  sugar. 


Mr.  DONDERO.  Why  is  that  neces¬ 
sary,  when  we  produce  only  such  a  small 
part  of  what  we  consume? 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  This  bill  in¬ 
creases  the  amount  of  sugar  that  can  be 
produced  in  this  country,  both  in  the 
sugar  beet  and  in  the  cane  areas.  Per¬ 
sonally,  I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  ex¬ 
panding  our  domestic  sugar  industry. 
One  of  the  first  controversies  in  which  I 
engaged  when  I  came  to  Washington  in 
1941  involved  an  order,  issued  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  restricting  the 
sugar-beet  acreage  in  the  United  States. 
That  was  just  a  few  months  before  we 
became  involved  in  war  and  our  foreign 
sugar  supply  was  cut  off.  For  some  rea¬ 
son  there  has  been  some  hostility  in  the 
Department  toward  the  production  of 
domestic  sugar  and  particularly  the  beet- 
sugar  industry.  Surely  we  have  learned 
how  vital  it  is  to  produce  all  of  the 
sugar  possible  in  this  country.  It  is 
essential  to  protect  and  promote  our  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  industry.  I  am  satisfied 
that  this  bill  is  in  the  interests  of  our 
domestic  industry. 

I  think  the  time  is  here  when  we  should 
increase  the  production  of  domestic  sugar. 
I  refer  specifically  to  beet  sugar,  as  I  am 
more  familiar  with  that  industry.  I  may 
state  to  the  gentleman  that  the  presi¬ 
dents  of  two  beet-sugar  companies  from 
Colorado  have  been  in  my  office  recently 
and  both  stated  that  this  legislation  is 
necessary.  They  favor  the  bill  just  as 
it  is  without  amendment.  These  gentle¬ 
men  understand  the  sugar  business  and 
they  feel  this  bill  does  protect  the  domes¬ 
tic  industry. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  The  gentleman 
comes  from  the  greatest  beet-sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  area  of  the  United  States.  If  he 
is  satisfied  with  it  I  know  I  can  take 
his  judgment  in  the  matter. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  appreciate  his  statement. 
The  gentleman  is  correct  in  his  obser¬ 
vation  that  Colorado  is  the  greatest  beet- 
sugar-producing  State  in  the  Union  and 
I  will  state  to  the  gentleman  that  I  intend 
to  support  this  bill  just  as  it  is.  I  feel 
satisfied  that  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan,  as  well  as  every 
other  Member  of  the  House,  will  make  no 
mistake  in  doing  likewise. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  In  further  answer  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  in  reference 
to  the  interest  of  the  consumer  it  should 
be  borne  in  mind  that  a  strong  and 
stabilized  domestic  sugar  industry  is  in 
the  interest  of  the  consumer  The  ex¬ 
tremely  high  prices  consumers  have  had 
to  pay  for  sugar  in  years  gone  by  have 
been  at  a  time  when  we  were  at  the  mercy 
of  the.  off-shore  producers.  A  stabilized 
sugar  industry  helps  the  consumer. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  his  contribution.  He  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct.  I  think  we  should  do  every¬ 
thing  possible  to  protect  and  promote  our 
domestic  sugar  industry  in  order  that  we 
may  produce  the  largest  amount  of  sugar 
possible  in  this  country. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  bill,  it  does  place  a  limi¬ 
tation,  however,  upon  the  production  of 
domestic  sugah 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Yes,  but  it  in¬ 
creases  the  quota  for  both  the  beet  sugar 
and  cane  areas.  I  will  not  say  that  the 
beet-sugar  industry  is  getting  all  it  would 
like  to  have  in  this  bill.  The  producers 
of  beet  sugar  would  be  glad  to  get  a 
larger  quota.  However,  this  bill  repre¬ 
sents  the  very  best  agreement  that  can 
be  reached  at  this  time. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  We  should 
keep  in  mind,  however,  that  there  is 
more  land  coming  into  production 
through  irrigation  which  might  raise 
sugar  beets. 

.  Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Why 
should  there  be  a  limitation  on  produc¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  believe  it  is 
generally  understood  that  the  quota  for 
the  sugar-beet  industry  written  into  this 
bill  will  permit  some  expansion.  That 
is  contemplated  in  Colorado  and  other 
States  raising  sugar  beets. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  is  satisfied  it  will  do  that? 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Yes;  I  am  sat¬ 
isfied  it  will. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Colorado  has  expired. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  two  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  am  in  favor  of  this 
bill,  but  at  the  same  time  I  am  somewhat 
concerned  about  the  limitation  on  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar  beets.  As  I  understand 
the  bill,  limits  the  production  of  sugar 
beets  to  1,800,000  tons. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Following  up  the  in¬ 
terrogation  of  the  gentleman  from  Ne¬ 
braska,  I  should  like  to  inquire  what  the 
prospects  may  be  of  increasing  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar  beets  in  this  country. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  know  the  sugar- 
beet  companies  are  considering  new 
areas,  I  may  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Wyoming.  I  suspect  this  is  true  in  his 
State.  I  know  it  is  in  Colorado. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Of  course,  a  good 
many  thousands  of  acres  of  new  lands 
will  be  brought  under  water  in  Wyoming 
during  the  next  year  or  so.  As  I  under¬ 
stand,  our  production  of  beet  sugar  in 
1940  was  about  1,700,000  tons. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Yes. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  limitation  un¬ 
der  this  bill  is  substantially  the  produc¬ 
tion  in  1940.  While  I  believe  it  is  a 
pretty  good  bill,  nevertheless  it  seems 
to  me  that  as  our  population  increases, 
our  domestic  production  should  increase 
correspondingly. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.,  I  appreciate  the 
contribution  made  by  the  gentleman  and 
I  want  to  say  that  I  share  the  same  ap¬ 
prehension  he  expresses.  I  took  that 
matter  up  with  the  presidents  of  two 
beet-sugar  companies  from  my  State  and 
both  stated  that  this  bill  was  the  very 
best  that  they  could  obtain.  If  sugar- 
beet  producers  had  insisted  on  larger 
quotas  the  result  would  probably  have 


been  no  bill  at  all.  They  feel  the  quotas 
given  domestic  beet  sugar  will  be  suffi¬ 
cient  to  take  care  of  their  operations  for 
the  next  5  years. 

Mr.  MICHENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MICHENER.  As  I  understand  the 
gentleman  he  favors  an  increase  of  sugar 
production  in  this  country. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Yes;  I  do. 

Mi-.  MICHENER.  And  he  knows  that 
we  must  have  some  legislation  to  do  it. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  MICHENER.  He  has  not  gotten 
all  that  he  wanted  but  he  has  secured  in 
this  bill  all  that  he  can  get,"  all  the  legis¬ 
lation  that  can  pass  the  Congress,  and 
it  will  be  helpful  to  our  districts  where 
we  produce  sugar. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  The  gentleman  is 
entirely  correct.  As  I  stated  atrthe  out¬ 
set  of  my  remarks,  all  of  those  engaged  in 
the  sugar  industry  have  agreed  upon  this 
bill,  and  this  includes  all  of  the  different 
conflicting  groups  which  heretofore  have 
not  been  able  to  agree  on  sugar  legisla¬ 
tion.  They  have  now  been  able  to  come 
to  an  agreement  on  the  bill  now  before 
us.  It  is  highly  important  that  we  pass 
this  legislation  now. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Did  the 
gentleman  question  the  advisability  of 
passing  legislation  that  is  to  be  in  exist¬ 
ence  for  5  years? 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  There  was  some 
difference  of  opinion  on  the  time  the  bill 
should  cover.  I  know  one  executive  in 
the  sugar  industry  thought  that  perhaps 
3  years  would  be  sufficient,  but  he  finally 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  5  years  is 
more  satisfactory.  This  period  is  accept¬ 
able  to  all  groups.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge 
the  adoption  of  this  resolution,  and  I 
hope  the  bill  will  pass  without  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Colorado  has  expired. 

(Mr.  CHENOWETH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  as  much  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  colleague,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Colorado,  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules  for  whom  I  have  a 
very  high  regard,  states  that  he  favors 
the  adoption  of  the  rule.  If  I  were  in 
his  situation,  representing  the  great 
State  of  Colorado  which  produces  the 
largest  sugar-beet  crop  in  the  United 
States  and  had  the  interest  of  the  in¬ 
dustry  at  heart,  I  might  favor  the  rule 
and  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Yesterday  the  House  passed  a  sweet 
bill,  but  it  was  not  a  sugar  bill.  It  was 
very  sweet,  however,  to  the  big  income 
tax  gentlemen,  including  the  officers  and 
officials  of  the  sugar  combines,  in  that 
it  will  relieve  them  from  the  payment  of 
about  three  and  one-half  billion  dollars 
in  taxes,  while  the  little  fellow  will  derive 
penny  relief  as  compared  to  those  who 
have  made  great  profits  who  will  receive 
tax  reductions  running  into  the  thou¬ 


sands  and  thousands  of  dollars  and  who 
do  not  need  any  relief  at  all. 

COST  TO  AMERICAN  CONSUMERS 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  pending  sugar  bill 
will  cost  the  American  consumers  from 
$200,000,000  to  $300,000,000  annually. 
While  I  know  some  gentlemen  will  re¬ 
mind  me  that  we  passed  a  similar  bill  in 
1934  for  the  relief  of  sugar  growers,  I 
cannot  refrain  from  pointing  out  that  it 
was  at  a  time  when  all  agricultural  pro¬ 
ducers  were  in  a  bad  plight,  suffering 
from  the  effects  of  the  Hoover  adminis¬ 
tration,  and  were  on  the  verge  of  bank¬ 
ruptcy,  and  it  was  necessary  then  that 
we  extend  relief.  The  Democratic  ad¬ 
ministration  extended  the  necessary  aid 
and  relief  not  only  to  the  sugar  growers 
but  to  all  the  farmers  of  the  Nation,  and 
also  provided  jobs  for-  the  sixteen  to 
eighteen  million  people  who  were  unem¬ 
ployed. 

SIXTY  MILLION-  TO  SEVENTY-FIVE  MILLION - 
DOLLAR  SUBSIDY 

I  fully  appreciate  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  is  right  when  he  says  that  the 
industry  and  the  industrial  leaders  have 
agreed  on  this  bill.  If  I  belonged  to  the 
gang  that  compose  the  American  Sugar 
Trust  I,  too,  would  be  for  the  bill,  because 
not  only  does  the  bill  give  a  subsidy  of 
from  $60,000,000  to  $75,000,000  but  will 
extend  such  payments  for  an  additional 
5  years,  not  2  years  as  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  deemed  it  should  be  but 
for  5  years.  Well,  these  5  years  will  be 
profitable  to  the  great  sugar  trust  as  well 
as  to  the  growers;  but,  unfortunately, 
they  will  be  expensive  to  the  American 
consumers. 

Years  ago  sugar  was  selling  for  4,  4'A, 
and  5  cents  a  pound;  today  the  selling 
price  is  9'A  cents  a  pound  and  as  soon  as 
this  bill  goes  into  effect  or  within  a  short 
space  of  time  thereafter  I  fear  sugar  will 
be  selling  for  10,  11  and  even  12  cents  a 
pound. 

I  fully  appreciate  that  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides  and  gives  authority  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  who  was  a  former 
Member  of  this  House,  and  in  whom  I 
have  confidence,  to  carry  out  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  act,  but  he  is  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  and  has  the  interest 
of  agriculture  at  heart  first  and  all  the 
time,  and  sometimes  unfortunately  for¬ 
gets  the  interest  of  the  American  con¬ 
sumers,  the  American  people,  in  general. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  I  wonder  if  the 
genial  gentleman  from  Illinois  can  tell 
us  of  any  other  commodity  whose  price 
was  held  as  low  as  sugar  during  the  war. 
Can  he  name  one?  Did  the  gentleman 
ever  hear  of  anyone  complaining  about 
the  price  of  sugar? 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  am  glad  the  gentle¬ 
man  asked  me  that  question,  but  con¬ 
sidering  the  cost  of  production  the  cane- 
sugar  growers  as  well  as  the  beet-sugar 
growers,  are  making  more  money  and 
have  done  better  than  a  great  many 
growers  of  other  crops.  The  profit  is 
much  greater  in  growing  sugar.  I  do  not 
object  that  the  cane-sugar  or  beet-sugar 
gentlemen  should  be  interested  in  this 
measure.  I  have  noticed  that  some  of 
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the  gentlemen  from  Michigan  are  very 
much  interested  in  the  bill.  Naturally, 
coming  from  the  second  largest  sugar- 
beet-growing  State,  they  will  vote  for 
the  bill  and,  with  the  aid  of  the  votes 
of  other  Members  from  States  which 
will  be  the  beneficiaries  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  I  know  the  bill  will  pass;  of  that 

1  am  satisfied.  I  am  merely  giving  the 
membership  and  the  country  the  facts, 
feeling  that  it  is  my  duty  to  familiarize 
the  membership  with  the  situation  which 
it  is  facing.  I  know  they  are  going  to' 
vote  for  it;  there  will  be  very  few  votes 
against  it,  and  I  know  the  rule  will  pass. 
But  nevertheless,  I  cannot  help  myself 
and  I  feel  as  I  have  stated,  it  is  my  duty 
to  enlighten  the  House  and  the  country 
as  to  the  existing  conditions  and  as  to 
what  is  being  done  in  this  Congress  to 
the  American  people. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana,  who  at 
times  does  not  treat  me  as  fairly  as  he 
should. 

My.  DOMENGEAUX.  May  I  call  to 
the  attention  of  my  friend  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  the  fact  that  the  proc¬ 
essors  of  Louisiana  sugar  during  the 
years  1944-45  made  a  profit  of  only  2.5 
percent  according  to  the  records  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  SABATH.  That  is  on  gross  sales; 
gross  production? 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  A  net  profit  of 

2  5  percent. 

Mr.  SABATH.  On  the  gross?  Well, 
how  much  have  they  made  in  actual 
money?  How  much  have  they  made  on 
the  investment?  It  is  not  a  fact  that 
many  of  them  have  made  from  10  to  15 
percent  on  the  money  they  have  actually 
invested,  on  the  total  business  that  they 
have  done? 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  That  is  not  cor¬ 
rect,  sir,  insofar  as  the  Louisiana  proc¬ 
essors  are  concerned. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Will  the  gentleman 
tell  me  how  much  money  some  of  the 
companies  have  made  in  Louisiana-,  in 
actual  money,  after  payment  of  taxes? 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  In  no  instance 
over  2.5  percent. 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  mean,  the  amount. 
I  cannot  make  out  these  peixentages.  I 
want  the  amount;  the  actual  amount. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  If  there  is  an 
investment  of  $1,000,000,  the  net  profit 
would  not  be  over  2.5  percent  on  $1,000,- 
000.  And  I  know  the  gentleman  can 
figure  that. 

Mr.  SABATH.  On  the  amount  in¬ 
vested  or  on  the  amount  of  business 
which  they  have  done? 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  On  the  amount 
invested. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Well,  that  is  not  a  very 
large  profit. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  It  is  not. 

Mr.  SABATH.  No;  if  that  is  the  only 
profit  they  have  made  I  will  say  they 
have  net  profited  so  much,  but  neverthe¬ 
less  you  concede  that  they  have  done 
very  well  in  the  year  1945-46,  and  are 
making  money  this  year  as  well. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  I  will  say  this, 
sir. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Let  us  be  honest  with 
one  another  as  we  always  are.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  understands  what  I  mean. 


Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  I  would  say  that 
the  Louisiana  sugar  industry  Jr.-'s  had  a 
fair  return  on  its  money;  I  will  say  that 
the  Louisiana  sugar  industry  has  not 
had  the  large  returns  that  have  prevailed 
in  other  agricultural  pursuits. 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  agree  to  some  extent 
with  the  gentleman.  I  fully  realize  that 
agriculture  has  made  great  progress 
under  the  democratic  administration 
and  is  still  making  tremendous  profits  on 
all  corps.  I  presume  it  will  be  hard  for 
the  sugar  growers  to  keep  up  with  the 
cattle  growers  and  the  corn,  rye,  and 
wheat  growers,  especially  when  corn,  rye, 
and  wheat  are  selling  above  $2  a  bushel. 
I  know  a  time  when  they  would  have  been 
pleased  if  they  got  $1  a  bushel.  Now  they 
are  receiving  more  than  double  that 
amount  for  all  crops  and  for  livestock  as 
well.  So  I  concede  that  sugar  has  not 
kept  pace  with  the  tremendous  profits  of 
other  farmers.  I  do  not  deny  the  farmers 
their  profit.  I  am  concerned  with  the 
profits  of  the  Sugar  Trusts,  that  do  not 
grow  the  sugar  beet  or  the  sugarcane. 
They  are  the  men  that  are  making  these 
tremendous  profits,  and  they  are  mulct¬ 
ing  the  American  consumer  and  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  so.  A  stop  should  be  put  to 
that  activity  on  the  part  of  the  few  men 
who  control  this  industry. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MASON.  The  2V2-percent  profit 
was  not  made  by  the  farmers,  it  was 
made  by  the  processors.  That  is  a  dif¬ 
ferent  thing.  There  are  people  who  are 
engaged  in  refining  the  sugar  after  the 
farmer  has  produced  it  and  hauled  it 
to  market.  The  farmer  has  not  been 
making  more  than  2  >/2  percent. 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  enlightening  me  and  also  answering 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

FREE  ENTERPRISE 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  that  many  of  the 
Members  are  at  all  times  interested  in 
urging  free  enterprise  and  support  leg¬ 
islation  to  make  industry  free  from  con¬ 
trols.  Well,  surely  the  sugar  industry 
or  any  other  industry  has  not  suffered 
because  of  controls  or  from  the  subsidy 
aid  and  assistance  which  they  have  been 
receiving  from  the  Government  during 
the  last  14  years.  If  they  will  investi¬ 
gate  the  sugar  combinations  that  are 
demanding  this  legislation,  they  will 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  not  the 
Government,  but  these  combinations  and 
other  organized  groups,  which  restricts 
free  enterprise. 

The  only  redeeming  feature  of  this  bill 
is  the  provision  which  gives  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  the  authority  which 
he  may  exercise  to  prevent  the  sugar 
combinations  from  withholding  sugar 
from  the  market  and  which  will  serve 
as  a  check  on  improper  distribution 
through  black-market  channels. 

Before  concluding  I  wish  to  say  that 
the  public  was  denied  the  opportunity 
to  appear  at  hearings  in  opposition  to 
the  bill,  but  the  large  interests  were  privi¬ 
leged  to  voice  their  demands  and  to  urge 
the  favorable  reporting  of  this  lopsided 
bill.  Yes,  this  bill  will  further  increase 
the  high  cost  of  living  and  I  wonder  when 
the  majority  will  cease  in  advocating 


legislation  which  will  impose  still  greater 
burdens  upon  the  consumers  and  wage 
earners  of  this  Nation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  the  former  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Flan- 
nagan]  will  point  out  more  fully  the  in¬ 
equities  of  this  bill,  how  certain  provi¬ 
sions  protecting  the  rights  and  interests 
of  labor  have  been  eliminated,  and  how 
provisions  safeguarding  the  interests  of 
the  sugar  trusts  have  been  included  in 
the  bill. 

I  shall  not  take  up  any  more  time, 
feeling  that  there  is  no  need  for  me  to 
delay  this  painful  operation  on  the 
American  consumers,  but  will  leave  to 
other  Members  the  explanation  of  the 
unfair  provisions  of  the  bill  and  its  effect 
upon  the  pocketbooks  of  the  housewives 
of  the  country.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

(Mr.  SABATH  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  mintues  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  August  H.  Andresen]. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  do  not  produce  one  ounce  of 
sugar  beets  in  my  congressional  district, 
nor  do  I  have  a  sugar  refinery  in  the  dis¬ 
trict.  I  am  interested  in  securing  an 
abundance  of  sugar  for  the  American 
people  at  the  lowest  possible  price.  I 
believe  this  legislation  will  help  bring 
that  about. 

I  was  interested  in  the  comment  made 
by  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Sabath],  because,  if  my 
memory  serves  me  right,  he  stood  on  this 
floor  in  the  thirties  pleading  for  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  a  similar  bill  that  was  much  more 
restrictive  on  production  than  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

Mr.  SABATH.  The  gentleman  means 
in  1934? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  In  1934 
and  1937. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Yes,  and  in  1937.  I  did 
it  in  the  interest  of  the  American  people 
and  in  the  interest  of  the  poor  sugar 
growers,  who  were  in  straits  then  due  to 
a  Republican  administration  under 
President  Hoover. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN  .  I  am 
certainly  glad  for  that  contribution.  I 
hope  that  he  will  always  act  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  American  people. 

The  gentleman  says  that  he  does  not 
belong  to  the  gang  that  will  be  the  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  this  bill.  Let  us  see  just  how 
that  works  out.  The  gentleman  from 
Illinois  says  he  does  not  belong  to  the 
gang.  Who  is  sponsoring  this  bill?  The 
State  Department.  Does  he  belong  to 
the  gang  that  runs  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment?  He  claims  to  belong  because  the 
State  Department  is  cutting  the  duty  on 
all  commodities  which  will  bring  free 
trade  for  American  agriculture  and  labor. 
Does  he  belong  to  the  gang  that  runs  the 
State  Department?  I  assume  that  he 
does,  and  he  is  proud  of  it.  They  are 
supporting  this  bill.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  who  is  also  a  member  of  the 
gang  to  which  the  gentleman  professes 
allegiance,  is  also  supporting  the  bill. 

I  assume  with  the  Secretaries  of  the 
State  Department,  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  the  Department  of  Agri- 
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culture — all  three  high  distinguished 
Democratic  members  of  the  Cabinet  be¬ 
longing  to  the  gentleman’s  party — that 
the  gentleman  is  also  supporting  the 
legislation.  Now,  what  about  that? 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  would  like  to  correct 
the  gentleman.  I  am  not  at  all  times 
on  all  fours  with  the  State  Department. 
When  I  spoke  about  the  gang,  I  did  not 
mean  the  farmers  or  growers;  I  meant 
those  who  contract  for  the  sugar  beets 
and  give  the  producers  so  much  per  ton. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  The 
gentleman’s  administratfon  is  for  this  bill 
and  is  urging  Congress  to  enact  it  into 
law  to  take  the  place  of  the  last  Demo¬ 
cratic  act  which  the  gentleman  himself 
sponsored  and  put  through  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  1937. 

I  do,  not  particularly  like  legislation 
that  may  sometime  place  restrictions  on 
American  production.  At  the  moment, 
and  probably  for  the  next  2  or  3  years, 
this  bill  will  not  place  a  restriction  on  the 
production  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
in  the  United  States  in  areas. 

But  what  is  the  need  for  this  legisla¬ 
tion  and  why  am  I  forced  to  vote  for  it 
and  support  it?  Do  you  recollect  that 
back  in  the  1930’s  when  the  lata  President 
of  the  United  States  and  his  administra¬ 
tion  put  through  legislation,  in  the  name 
of  securing  world  peace,  tariff  duties 
were  reduced  on  hundreds  of  American- 
produced,  manufactured  farm  products? 
Yes;  they  did  it,  and  they  did  it  on  sugar. 
They  cut  the  duty  on  sugar  in  two,  so 
that  it  was  virtually  impossible  for  any 
American  producer  of  sugar  to  continue 
sugar  production  in  the  United  States. 
The  sugar  act  was  approved  in  the 
thirties,  and  I  supported  it  reluctantly 
because  I  felt  it  was  proper  to  protect 
and  encourage  sugar  production  in  this 
country.  I  was  forced  to  support  the  act 
of  1937  because  it  did  restore  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  in  this  country.  I  supported  that 
legislation  then  and,  therefore,  I  am  sup¬ 
porting  it  now  in  ordefi  to  save  our  pro¬ 
ducers  in  the  United  States  so  that  they 
may  continue  to  produce  sugar  in  com¬ 
petition  with  cheap  production  from 
other  countries. 

Mr.  GILLIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GILLIE.  Was  not  the  tariff  re¬ 
duced  in  the  thirties? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  GILLIE.  That  is  when  the  big 
sugar  plant  in  my  district  went  out  of 
business. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Oh,  we 
had  a  number  of  sugar-beet  factories 
throughout  Indiana  and  Ohio  that  went 
out  of  business  because  they  could  not 
continue  to  produce  in  competition  with 
the  cheap  production  from  other  coun¬ 
tries. 

Mr.  JENKINS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENKINS  of  Ohio.  I  should  like 
to  remark  that  I  consider  the  gentleman 
the  most  expert  individual  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  in  reference  to  the 
production  and  marketing  of  sugar  be¬ 
cause  I  know  that  he  is  in  a  position  to 
have  given  it  a  great  deal  of  study. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 


Mr.  JENKINS  of  Ohio.  I  should  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman  a  question.  As  the 
gentleman  knows,  he  and  I  have  been 
together  in  many  meetings  and  have 
been  associated  together  many  times  al¬ 
though  I  have  not  been  with  him  lately, 
but  may  I  ask  him :  Does  this  bill  do  what 
we  tried  to  do  6  or  8  months  ago  to  bring 
about  a  greater  and  wider  production  of 
sugar  and  a  greater  opportunity  for  the 
consumers  of  this  country  to  get  more 
sugar? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Yes; 
the  bill  provides  for  increased  produc¬ 
tion.  Personally  I  would  prefer  to  have 
the  law  written  for  3  years  instead  of  5 
years.  But  the  industry  and  the  pro¬ 
ducers,  have  agreed  to  have  it  5  years. 
I  do  not  think  it  is  binding  on  anotlier 
Congress,  so  that  inside  of  2  or  3  years, 
if  the  Congress  wants  to  review  it  and  if 
they  find  our  production  has  gotten  up 
to  the  quotas  which  have  been  assigned, 
then  we  can  change  it. 

Mr.  JENKINS  of  Ohio.  It  is  a  fact,  is 
it  not,  that  the  gentleman’s  studies  and 
our  studies  show  that  there  was  potential 
power  in  this  country  sufficient  to  bring 
to  the  people  plenty  of  sugar  if  we  ad¬ 
ministered  and  followed  it  through 
properly? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  There 
is  no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Does  not 
the  gentleman  think  it  would  be  desirable 
to  limit  it  to  2  years?  Then  we  will  not 
be  in  any  political  campaign  and  we  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  reevaluate  many 
of  the  factors  involved,  because  this  is  a 
complicated  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  There 
is  no  question  about  that.  Possibly,  un¬ 
der  general  debate  I  will  have  a  little 
more  time  and  will  go  into  that  feature. 

I  want  to  point  out  another  erroneous 
statement  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Sabath]  .  He  said  this 
would  cost  the  American  consumers  be¬ 
tween  two  hundred  and  three  hundred 
million  dollars  a  year.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  tax  on  sugar  is  one-half  cent  a 
pound,  or  50  cents  per  hundred.  That 
yields  around  $70,000,000  a  year.  Of  this 
sum  approximately  $55,000,000  is  paid  to 
producers,  and  around  $15,000,000  goes 
into  the  United  States  Treasury  and  be¬ 
comes  a  part  of  the  general  revenues  of 
the  country.  So  that  there  is  no  ex¬ 
orbitant  additional  cost  to  the  American 
consumers  because  'of  this  act.  It  does 
encourage  production.  Therefore,  I 
trust  the  rule  will  be  agreed  to,  and  the 
bill  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  LMr.  August 
H.  Andresen]  has  expired. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  the  gentleman  two  and  one-half 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  think 
we  should  fully  understand  this  act  and 
what  it  does  about  production  in  this 
country.  In  the  first  place,  in  1935,  the 
sugar-beet  producers  of  the  United  States 
produced  1,541,000  short  tons  of  beet 
sugar.  This  year  it  is  estimated  they  will 
produce  1,700,000  short  tons.  The  quota 
assigned  for  sugar  beets  in  the  United 


States  by  this  bill  is  1,800,000  tons,  so  that 
there  can  be  an  expansion  of  the  sugar- 
beet  acreage  in  the  United  States.  That 
expansion,  of  course,  will  be  largely  de¬ 
termined  upon  the  refining  capacity  of 
the  refineries  to  take  care  of  the  sugar 
beets  that  are  produced  in  the  United 
States.  We  will  assume  that  after  this 
bill  goes  into  operation,  and  for  next 
year’s  crop  the  farmers  would  produce 
more  than  1,800,000  short  tons  of  sugar. 
They' could  store  the  extra  sugar  until 
the  following  marketing  year,  so  that 
there  would  not  be  any  waste  or  destruc¬ 
tion  of  sugar  such  as  we  experienced  with 
potatoes  in  the  United  States  during  the 
past  few  months-.  That  sugar  could  be 
kept  for  another  year.  The  same  is  true 
of  the  production  of  cane  sugar  in  Loui¬ 
siana,  Florida,  and  other  areas.  It  also 
gives  an  increase  to  the  sugar  producers 
of  Hawaii,  and  leaves  the  sugar  producers 
of  Puerto  Rico  in  about  the  same  pro¬ 
duction  status  as  they  are  at  the  present 
time.  ' 

In  my  opinion,  this  is  the  best  bill  we 
can  bring  before  the  Congress  on  a  very 
vital  subject  that  is  of  great  concern  to 
the  consumers  and  producers  of  this 
country. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  August  H. 
Andresen!  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis! . 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall 
support  this  bill.  It  is  not  ideal.  It  is 
not  everything  that  we  might  hope  for, 
but  as  has  been  so  well  said,  it  is  the 
best  we  can  do  at  this  time. 

A  great  many  interested  parties,  rep¬ 
resenting  various  factions  and  sections, 
have  agreed  upon  it.  Like  most  other 
Members  from  sugar-producing  areas,  I 
have  worked  and  striven  for  a  program 
of  greater  production  of  sugar  within 
continental  United  States.  Until  we  at¬ 
tain  that,  the  consumers  of  America  are 
always  going  to  be  short  of  sugar  in  time 
of  war  or  other  national  emergency.  • 
The  American  market  belongs  to  the 
American  farmers. 

This  is  a  complex  problem.  It  did  not 
arise  within  the  last  few  years.  It  has 
been  a  number  of  years  in  the  making. 

The  mistake  was  made  when  in  the 
Wilson  administration  the  Underwood 
tariff  was  passed  lifting  or  removing  the 
quota  of  Philippine  sugar  coming  into 
the  United  States.  It  resulted  in  driving 
the  Philippine  Islands  into  a  one-crop 
economy,  and  a  one-crop  economy  is  not 
good  for  any  section  or  any  country.  The 
sugar  problem  in  America  commenced  to 
grow  worse  from  that  time  until  it  be¬ 
came  necessary  to  pass  special  legisla¬ 
tion  in  regard  to  the  production  of  sugar. 
First  we  had  the  Jones-Costigan  Act, 
later  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  which  in 
effect  required  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  determine  how  much  sugar  we 
would  need  in  a  given  year  and  then  to 
allocate  the  right  to  produce  that  sugar 
to  various  sections  and  groups,  accord¬ 
ing  to  that  percentage  formula  set  forth 
in  the  act. 

I  think  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  made  a  mistake  in  the  passage  of 
the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  last  year. 
Those  who  served  on  the  committee  that 
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considered  that  bill  know  my  position  on 
that  and  how  hard  I  worked  to  get  the 
quota  for  the  Philippine  Islands  cut  down 
not  only  for  our  good  but  for  their  good. 
We  have  again  started  the  Philippine 
Islands  back  on  the  road  to  a  one-crop 
economy  and  we  have  not  done  them  any 
good  in  the  long  run.  But  all  that  is 
past.  The  Eightieth  Congress  is  not  re¬ 
sponsible  for  that.  It  cannot  be  changed 
because  that  act  stands  as  a  treaty  and 
it  cannot  be  changed  by  this  Congress. 

This  bill  before  us  today  will  do  better 
than  the  1937  act.  I  happen  to  live  in  a 
territory  that  not  only  produces  sugar 
beets,  but  we  have  a  great  section  that 
is  just  beginning  to  produce  sugar  beets. 
More  farmers  and  more  communities 
want  the  opportunity  to  produce  sugar 
beets.  I  have  taken  this  matter  up  with 
interested  parties  in  the  newly  irrgated 
sections  of  Nebraska  and  the  best  in¬ 
formation  I  c^in  get  is  that  they  will  come 
nearer  realizing  their  hopes  with  this  bill 
than  without  it.  It  does  not  give  them 
all  that  they  ought  to  have,  it  does  not 
give  them  all  they  want,  but  it  is  some 
progress,  and  for  that  reason  I  shall  sup¬ 
port  the  measure.  * 

I  believe  that  this  bill  is  in  the  interest 
of  the  consumers  of  the  country.  There 
is  nothing  that  will  increase  the  price  of 
sugar  to  the  consumers  as  much  as  a 
policy  of  depending  upon  offshore 
sources  for  our  sugar.  This  act  will  also 
enhance  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  to  the  extent  of  possibly  $15,000,- 
000  or  $16,000,000. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  is  making  a  very  fine  statement 
on  sugar.  I  know  he  has  new  lands  in  his 
district  coming  into  production.  He 
knows  my  concern.  I  expect  to  support 
this  bill  because  it  seems  to  have  the  sup¬ 
port  of  those  best  informed.  It  will  in¬ 
crease  by  about  100,000  tons  the  amount 
of  sugar  that  we  were  normally  produc¬ 
ing.  We  have  lost  sight  of  the  fact  that 
the  population  of  this  country  is  increas¬ 
ing  at  the  rate  of  about  2,000,000  a  year. 
In  5  years  that  means  an  increase  of 
10,000,000.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  when  you 
look  into  the  increased  production  of 
sugar  the  1,800,000  tons  is  actually  a  de¬ 
crease  when  compared  to  the  increase  in 
population. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
It  is  with  much  reluctance  that  I  shall 
support  this  bill.  It  is  some  improve¬ 
ment,  but  it  is  not  nearly  what  it  ought 
to  be.  It  does  not  permit  free  and  unre¬ 
strained  expansion  of  our  domestic  sugar 
production.  I  think  that  it  should. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Nebraska  has  expired. 

(Mr.  CURTIS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Hays], 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  speak  out  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House 
heard  me  very  patiently  when  I  spoke 
under  a  special  order  last  week  in  behalf 
of  a  bipartisan  peace  policy  that  would 
have  the  united  support  of  both  of  the 
great  political  parties  of  this  Nation.  In 
the  discussion  which  followed  a  number 
of  Members  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
agreed  that  an  attempt  should  be  made 
to  develop  a  bipartisan  approach  to  for¬ 
eign-policy  problems.  I  think  it  is  a 
wholesome  development  that  the  House 
of  Representatives  is  now  recognized  as  a 
contributing  factor  in  our  evolving  for¬ 
eign  policy.  We  share  responsibility 
with  the  Executive  and  the  Senate  in 
many  phases  of  legislation  for  peace. 

Today  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Judd]  and  I  are  introducing 
a  resolution  designed  to  strengthen  the 
United  Nations,  and  in  line  with  our 
ideas  regarding  cooperation  between  the 
parties  we  are  stressing  its  bipartisan 
character.  We  are  joined  in  this  action 
by  four  Members  on  the  Republican  side 
of  the  aisle,  and  four  of  my  colleagues 
on  the  Democratic  side. 

I  shall  yield  some  of  my  time  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  after  reading 
the  resolution  which  is  sponsored  on  the 
Democratic  side  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Byrne],  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefacver],  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Richards],  and  the  gentleman  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield], 

The  resolution  is  as  follows: 

Whereas  all  the  world  deeply  desires  dur¬ 
able  peace;  and 

Whereas  the  United  Nations  was  created 
as  an  instrument  to  preserve  the  peace  of 
the  world;  and 

Whereas  experience  increasingly  indicates 
that  the  United  Nations  in  its  present  struc¬ 
ture  is  not  fully  adequate  for  this  task;  and 

Whereas  the  United  Nations  Charter  in  its 
article  109  provides  a  procedure  whereby  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations  may  be  re¬ 
vised  and  amended:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  should  immediately  take  the 
initiative  in  calling  a  general  conference  of 
the  United  Nations  pursuant  to  article  109 
for  the  purpose  of  making  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  capable  of  enacting,  interpreting,  and 
enforcing  world  law  to  prevent  war. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Judd]. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  my  friend 
and  colleague  from  Arkansas  has  stated, 
some  of  us  have  been  working  on  this 
concurrent  resolution  and  the  idea  be¬ 
hind  it  for  a  long  time.  It  came  to  a 
head  when  we  were  dealing  with  the 
Greek-Turkish  aid  proposition.  It  be¬ 
came  clear  to  all  that  the  United  Na¬ 
tions,  the  very  organization  set  up  to 
prevent  war  and  maintain  peace,  on 
which  the  world  had  pinned  its  confi¬ 
dence  and  which,  I  believe,  gives  us  our 
only  real  hope  of  achieving  the  things 
for  which  we  fought  two  wars,  could  be 
used  whenever  one  of  the  Big  Five 
wanted  so  to  use  it,  not  to  make  peace 
but  to  block  the  making  of  peace.  This 
was  and  is  an  intolerable  situation.  We 
are  faced  with  only  three  alternatives. 

One  is  to  scuttle  the  United  Nations, 
abandon  it  entirely.  That,  at  least, 
would  be  honest.  The  second  is  to  con¬ 


tinue  giving  lip  service  to  it  and  use  its 
machinery  for  marginal,  relatively  sec¬ 
ondary  matters:  but  when  we  face  a 
really  vital  issue,  find  ourselves  compelled 
to  take  direct  action,  bypassing  the  UN 
machinery  because  it  has  not  the  men 
nor  the  money  nor  the  authority  to  act 
itself — in  fact,  it  is  so  constructed  that 
one  of  the  Big  Five,  if  it  so  desires,  can 
use  the  machinery  to  prevent  the  making 
of  peace,  the  very  thing  the  organization 
was  supposedly  set  up  to  foster  and  pro¬ 
mote,  yes,  guarantee. 

I  am  sure  the  deep  desire  of  the  great 
mass  of  the  people  of  this  country  and  of 
the  world  as  well  as  of  the  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Senate  is  not  to  abandon  or  scuttle  it,  or 
to  bypass  it,  but  rather  to  fix  it,  to  get 
its  structure  modified  so  that  it  can  and 
will  work.  We  must  endeavor  to  get  a 
world  organization  which  will  work  with 
Russia  if  she  is  willing  to  come  along, 
but  without  her  if  she  is  not  willing.  The 
great  majority  of  the  people  of  the  world 
want  peace  and  ‘is  willing  to  pay  the 
price  for  it.  It  is  a  betrayal  of  them  and 
of  our  own  dead  not  to  exert  every  pos¬ 
sible  effort  to  improve,  modify,  and  cor¬ 
rect  the  machinery  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  so  that  it  can  deal  with  and  dispose 
of  whatever  disputes  come  up  to  threat¬ 
ened  peace.  That  is  all  this  resolution 
is  designed  to  do. 

I  know  no  better  way  to  revive  our 
hopes  and  the  world’s  hopes  for  peace 
than  by  starting  action  now  on  the  only 
practical  method  whereby  we  can  take 
concrete  steps  toward  getting  a  better 
international  organization. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  the  gentleman  two  additional  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arkansas  has  mentioned  the 
name  of  his  Democratic  colleagues  who 
joined  him.  Those  on  the  Republican 
side  who  have  joined  me  in  introducing 
identical  resolutions  are  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  the 
gentleman  from  Maine  [Mr.  Hale],  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Muhlenberg],  and  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Nixon].  I  have  since 
spoken  to  a  dozen  others  who  said  they 
approved  the  resolution  wholeheartedly 
and  would  be  glad  to  participate;  but  we 
thought  probably  the  best  thing  to  do  was 
to  have  the  resolution  actually  intro¬ 
duced  by  each  of  the  first  five  from  each 
party  who  volunteered,  as  a  means  of 
getting  it  before  the  Congress  and  call¬ 
ing  the  attention  of  the  country  to  it. 

A  similar  concurrent  resolution,  with 
different  wording  but  essentially  the 
same  objectives,  is  being  introduced  in 
the  Senate  today,  I  understand,  by  Sen¬ 
ator  Ferguson,  of  Michigan,  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  four  Republican  col¬ 
leagues,  Senators  Tobey,  Baldwin,  Cain, 
and  Flanders,  and  five  Democratic  col¬ 
leagues,  Senators  Byrd,  O’Mahoney, 
McMahon,  Taylor,  and  Sparkman. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  — 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  think  it  is  well  to 
emphasize  the  fact  that  not  only  is  the 
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United  Nations  at  present  fumbling  along 
with  comparative  futility  on  the  big 
major  problems,  such  as  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  police  force  to  protect  the  se¬ 
curity  of  the  world  and  meeting  the 
challenge  of  the  atomic  bomb,  but  there 
are  innumerable  little  discrepancies 
which  have  developed  from  experience 
which  need  to  be  clarified  and  eliminated. 
Just  recently  it  was  called  to  my  atten¬ 
tion  that  the  selection  of  American  citi¬ 
zens  to  serve  on  the  United  Nations  Com¬ 
mission  is  taking  place  without  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  State  Department.  Some 
American  citizens  were  selected  by  the 
United  Nations  Commission,  allegedly 
representing  our  interest,  who  have  not 
been  certified  or  even  approved  by  the 
State  Department. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Yes;  there  is  good  reason 
for  confidence  that  now  on  the  basis  of 
the  experience  of  the  last  2  years  we  can 
evolve  more  successful  and  workable  and 
practical  formulas  than  was  possible  at 
San  Francisco. 

Mr.  MUHLENBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MUHLENBERG.  If  I  could  make 
a  single  observation,  it  seems  what  we 
are  trying  to  do  now  is  to  establish  a 
policy  that  we  will  follow  in  leading  to¬ 
ward  the  success  of  the  United  Nations, 
and  that  our  effort  to  establish  a  policy 
is  a  thing  that  this  resolution  points  to. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Thank  you.  In  order  to 
do  that  the  resolution  is  carefully  drawn 
so  that  we  do  not,  in  advance  of  the 
general  conference  we  urge  the  President 
^to  call,  commit  ourselves  to  any  partic¬ 
ular  amendment  or  revision,  any  par¬ 
ticular  specific  remedy.  We  merely  rec¬ 
ognize  the  obvious  fact  that  as  presently 
constituted  the  United  Nations  is  not  do¬ 
ing  the  job  that  most  people  thought  it 
was  set  up  to  do.  It  contains  within 
its  own  charter  provision  for  calling  a 
general  conference  to  amend  it  so  that 
it  can  work. 

Our  resolution  is  not  a  vote  of  non¬ 
confidence,  a  condemnation  of  the 
United  Nations  idea.  Rather,  it  is  a  re¬ 
avowal  of  our  faith  in  the  essential  idea 
and  objectives.  We  want  the  govern¬ 
ments  of  the  world  to  come  together, 
those  who  want  peace  and  desire  peace, 
to  see  if  we  cannot  correct  the  defects 
or  weaknesses,  just  as  our  own  Articles 
of  Confederation  had  to  be  modified,  and 
as  we  are  in  the  process  every  day  of 
modifying  our  laws  on  the  basis  of  prac¬ 
tical  experience. 

If  some  nation,  for  example  Soviet 
Russia,  refuses  to  cooperate  in  making 
necessary  revisions,  then  at  least  the  air 
will  be  cleared.  If  her  major  objective 
is  security,  then  this  is  the  way  to 
strengthen  the  United  Nations  so  that 
it  can  become  able  to  guarantee  her  se¬ 
curity  and  ours,  and  every  other  peace¬ 
ful  country’s.  If  she  refuses  to  cooper¬ 
ate,  then  we  can  .know  that  her  real  ob¬ 
jective  is  not  security  but  conquest.  We 
devoutly  hope  the  latter  is  not  the  case; 
but  if  it  should  be,  then  it  is  better  for 
everyone  to  have  that  fact  clearly  known. 

We  hope  all  of  you  will  approve  and 
supports  this  resolution. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing  press  release  which  we  have 
prepared : 

PRESS  RELEASE 

A  biparty  group  of  United  States  Repre¬ 
sentatives  today  introduced  a  concurrent 
resolution  asking  the  President  to  call  a  con¬ 
vention  to  strengthen  the  United  Nations 
under  article  109  of  the  UN  Charter. 

Experience  of  the  last  2  years  has  con¬ 
vinced  the  members  of  this  group  that  the 
UN  needs  strengthening  if  it  is  to  preserve 
world  peace.  Therefore  they  are  asking  the 
President  to  take  the  initiative  in  making 
the  UN  capable  of  “enacting,  interpreting 
and  enforcing  world  law  to  prevent  war.” 

The  sponsors  believe  that  the  United 
States  direct  action  in  offering  aid  to  Greece 
and  Turkey  and  in  the  matter  of  European 
rehabilitation — not  to  speak  of  American  re¬ 
luctance  to  place  the  international  control 
of  atomic  energy  in  the  hands  of  UN  Secu¬ 
rity  Council — shows  clearly  that  the  UN  is 
not — in  its  present  form — adequate  to  cope 
with  the  stresses  and  strains  of  a  divided 
world. 

At  the  same  time,  debate  on  the  aid  to 
Greece  and  Turkey  bill,  they  claim,  showed 
not  only  a  general  belief  among  Members  of 
Congress  that  the  United  Nations  is  our  only 
hope  for  peace,  but  also  a  very  strong  tide 
of  opinion  in  favor  of  strengthening  the 
United  Nations  to  enable  it  to  do  its  job. 

Public  opinion  polls  have  shown  over  60 
percent  of  the  people  in  favor  of  giving  the 
UN  powers  adequate  to  prevent  war  (For¬ 
tune  poll).  Fifteen  State  legislatures  have 
passed  resolutions  calling  for  substantially 
the  same  thing. 

Various  communities  are  coming  out  over¬ 
whelmingly  for  a  transformed  and  strength¬ 
ened  UN.  It  is  time  we  acted,  they  say, 
particularly  since  the  initiative  for  such  a 
move  ought  to  come  from  the  United  States. 
Amendment  of  the  Charter  has  wide  sup¬ 
port  abroad,  according  to  them.  Britain, 
France,  and  China,  as  well  as  many  smaller 
countries,  have  indicated  their  readiness  to 
accept  changes,  but  American  leadership  is 
the  prerequisite  because  of  this  Nation’s 
position  in  world  affairs. 

The  sponsors  believe  that  there  is  no  surer 
way  of  determining  whether  the  Soviet 
Union  is  bent  on  conquest  than  by  learning 
whether  she  would  be  willing  to  go  along 
with  other  nations  in  creating  a  United  Na¬ 
tions  which  could  guarantee  her  security. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor¬ 
nia  LMr.  Elliott], 

Mr.  ELLIOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
make  the  statement  that  I  am  in  accord 
with  H.  R.  4075,  as  I  believe  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  the  proper  method  to  promote 
more  sugar  for  the  entire  country.  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  is  the  first  time  that  the  sugar¬ 
cane-people  and  the  sugar-beet  people 
and  the  processors  are  all  in  accord  on 
one  piece  of  legislation.  For  that  reason 
I  feel  that  it  will  have  a  tendency  to 
produce  more  sugar.  I  am  not  fearful  of 
the  increase  in  price.  I  believe  the  supply 
and  demand  wifi  take  care  of  that  phase 
of  whatever  argument  might  be  injected 
into  tiie  picture  a  little  bit  later.  But,  I 
believe  the  bill  will  do  a  good  job  and  I 
want  to  compliment  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  LMr.  Hope]  and  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  in  bring¬ 
ing  a  bill  to  the  House  here  that  the  proc¬ 
essors  and  the  growers  of  sugar  beets  and 
sugarcane  are  practically  in  accord  on, 
and  I  believe  that  the  bill  will  bring  more 
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sugar  to  the  consuming  public  of  this 
Nation. 

I  Mr.  CRAWFORD  addressed  the 
House.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Murray]. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  my  neighbor,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Murray]  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

(Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  sugar  legislation  includes 
everything  that  I  think  I  have  heard 
every  Member  of  Congress  say  that  he 
does  not  believe  in.  So  this  will  be  a 
case  of  voting  for  a  bill  which  includes  ■ 
everything  that  you  know  everybody  is 
against. 

Among  the  things  that  are  in  the  bill 
are  fixed  prices,  and  our  distinguished 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Califor¬ 
nia,  does  not  need  to  tell  us  about  supply 
and  demand  and  the  regulating  of  prices 
because  that  power  has  been  given  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  bill  contains  quotas.  It  has  more 
quotas  in  it  than  all  the  holes  that  can 
be  found  in  any  Swiss  cheese  ever  made 
in  the  State  of  Wisconsin.  It  is  full  of 
quotas  from  one  end  to  the  other.  It 
even  goes  so  far  in  the  matter  of  quotas 
that  they  have  a  quota  on  the  amount 
of  refined  sugar,  if  you  please,  that  can 
go  from  one  part  of  the  United  States  to 
another  part  of  the  United  States,  that 
is,  if  you  still  think  that  Puerto  Rico  is 
a  part  of  the  United  States. 

The  reason  I  suggested  a  couple  of 
times  that  we  ought  to  limit  this  bill  to 
2  years  is  that  if  the  Hawaiian  Islands 
become  a  State  of  the  Union  we  are 
going  to  be  in  a  sort  of  embarrassing 
position  when  they  do  become  a  State. 
This  bill  tells  one  part  of  the  United 
States  that  they  can  ship  only  so  many 
tons  of  refined  sugar  into  another  part 
of  the  United  States.  Certainly,  we  are 
going  to  be  embarrassed  then.  It  is  not 
right  to  limit  the  amount  of  sugar  that 
Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii  can  refine.  I 
hope  this  provision  of  the  bill  is  elimi¬ 
nated. 

Then,  we  have  processing  taxes.  We 
have  heard  a  lot  about  processing  taxes. 
We  are  supposed  to  be  against  process¬ 
ing  taxes,  but  the  bill  has  processing 
taxes  in  it — one-half  cent  per  pound. 
The  consumer  pays  most  of  it  in  lieu 
of  an  additional  duty. 

Not  only  has  it  processing  taxes,  but 
here  is  another  thing  that  is  bad  for 
my  Republican  colleagues.  It  has  sub¬ 
sidies  in  it,  and  they  are  all  supposed 
to  be  against  subsidies — every  single  one 
of  them.  I  know  that  my  Democratic 
friends  are  also  against  subsidies  unless 
they  go  to  the  right  places. 

Mr.  ELLIOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield 
to  my  friend  from  California. 

Mr.  ELLIOTT.  Do  you  favor  the  bill 
and  are  you  going  to  vote  for  it? 
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Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  do  not 
expect  to  vote  for  it  in  its  present  form, 
no.  sir.  I  will  tell  you  the  feature  of 
the  bill  that  I  will  not  vote  for.  I  know 
that  up  to  this  time  when  the  Seventy- 
sixth  Congress  passed  a  bill  which  would 
not  allow  tobacco  seed  to  go  out  of  the 
United  States  to  people  in  other  parts  of 
the  world  who  were  raising  tobacco  to 
compete  with  ours,  we  raised  a  trade 
barrier  which  was  the  worst  that  was 
ever  erected  in  the  history  of  the  United 
States.  But  this  one  is  the  worst  one. 
There  is  a  worse  trade  barrier  here  than 
the  one  I  just  mentioned.  When  you  go 
to  telling  the  people  in  a  part  of  the 
United  States  that  they  can  ship  only  so 
many  tons  or  pounds  of  refined  sugar 
into  another  part  of  the  United  States, 
then  we  have  gone  a  long  way  down  the 
road  and  much  farther  than  I  could 
agree  to  go. 

Another  reason  that  I  would  not  vote 
for  the  bill  in  the  form  that  it  now  is  in 
is  because  of  a  mistake — and  I  am  sure 
it  must  be  a  mistake  because  there  is  no¬ 
body  in  the  world  who  would  leave  out 
that  little  section  that  was  in  the  bill 
last  year  which  protected  the  man  who 
worked  out  in  the  fields.  Remember,  this 
bill  takes  care  of  the  processor.  It  takes 
care  of  the  producer,  and  it  is  supposed 
to  take  care  of  the  consumer,  but  we  leave 
the  fellow  out  who  works  out  in  the 
field  and  in  the  hot  sun.  We  leave  him 
out  altogether.  I  cannot  figure  out  why 
the  fellow  who  works  out  in  the  sun  has 
one  set-up  and  then  the  fellow  who  works 
inside  of  a  building  has  another  set-up. 
The  man  who  works  out  in  the  sun  does 
not  get  any  vacations  and  he  does  not 
get  any  social  security,  and  he  does  not 
get  any  of  those  things.  But  you  knew 
they  are  going  to  try  to  correct  it,  and 
they  have  seen  the  error  of  their  ways 
and  have  recognized  their  sins  and  added 
that  in  because  they  have  put  that  in 
the  bill  now,  and  a  committee  amend¬ 
ment  is  going  to  be  offered  to  take  care 
of  the  fellow  who  works  out  in  the  sun. 

You  know,  it  might  be  all  right  to  tell 
Mr.  Petrillo  that  he  should  not  have  so 
much  power  and  to  say  that  someone 
should  or  should  not  play  a  fiddle  when 
you  want  to  sing  God  Bless  America. 
But  here  in  this  bill  one  segment  of  the 
American  people  is  picked  out  and  not 
protected.  We  are  going  to  protect  the 
producer  and  are  going  to  protect  the 
processor  and  going  to  protect  the  con¬ 
sumer,  and  then  say,  “But  you  boys  who 
work  out  there  in  the  fields  are  all  right 
because  we  just  know  that  you  will  get 
your  benefit  out  of  the  sunshine  and  you 
will  get  part  of  your  compensation  from 
the  sunshine.” 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Marc  Antonio]. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
desire  to  call  the  attention  of  the  House 
to  a  very  serious  omission  in  this  bill. 
It  eliminates  entirely  the  protection  that 
has  existed  in  other  sugar  acts,  two  very 
fundamental  guaranties  for  sugar  work¬ 
ers.  One  guaranty  was  that  no  pro¬ 
ducer  could  receive  any  benefits  under  the 
Sugar  Act  unless  payment  was  made  in 
full  to  the  sugar  worker.  There  are 
some  States  where  the  law  does  not  give 


a  guaranty  of  full  payment  to  the  sugar 
worker.  In  Puerto  Rico  there  is  no  law 
providing  for  such  guaranty.  So  that  if 
the  worker  is  not  paid  in  full  in  those 
States  or  in  Puerto  Rico,  he  has  no  re¬ 
course.  Because  of  that,  we  have  had 
in  all  sugar  acts  heretofore  enacted  a 
provision  guaranteeing  full  payment  to 
the  workers  before  the  producer  could 
receive  any  benefits  under  the  act. 

Then,  that  same  section  of  the  Sugar 
Act  also  provided  that  sugar  workers 
were  to  be  paid  a  fair  and  reasonable 
wage.  This  fair  and  reasonable  wage 
was  to  be  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  after  investigation  and  after 
making  determinations.  That,  too,  has 
been  eliminated  from  this  bill. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  this  morning  authorized  the 
chairman  to  offer  a  committee  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bill  at  the  proper  time,  which 
will,  as  far  as  the  cane-producing  areas 
are  concerned,  take  care  of  the  situation 
which  the  gentleman  mentions. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Will  that  cover 
the  workers  in  Puerto  Rico? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  will  cover  the  work¬ 
ers  in  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  May  I  ask  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture,  for  whom  I  have 
great  respect,  just  why  is  not  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  that  section  of  the  present  law 
carried  in  this  bill?  Secondly,  is  the 
committee  amendment  which  will  be  of¬ 
fered  in  any  manner  different  from  the 
section  that  exists  in  the  present  law? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Answering  the  second 
question  first,  the  language  which  will 
be  offered  as  far  as  the  provisions  relat¬ 
ing  to  fair  wages  and  fair  practices  is 
concerned,  will  be  identically  as  it  is  in 
the  present  law.  There  will,  however,  be 
this  limitation,  that  those  provisions  will 
not  apply  in  areas  where  less  than  5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  is 
produced  by  processors ;  and  with  the 
further  limitation  that  the  Secretary 
shall  put  the  provision  into  effect  when 
a  substantial  number  of  either  producers 
or  workers  or  processors  request  it.  I  am 
sure  that  as  far  as  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
other  cane -producing  areas  are  con¬ 
cerned,  there  is  no  question  but  what  the 
provision  will  be  applied  and  it  will  be 
identically  the  same  as  the  provision 
in  the  present  law. 

With  reference  to  the  other  question 
which  the  gentleman  asked,  I  can  simply 
say  that  the  committee  considered  the 
matter  of  including  these  provisions 
which,  as  the  gentleman  knows,  in  the 
present  act,  are  not  arbitrary  provisions, 
but  they  are  conditional  provisions. 
That  is,  they  must  be  complied  with  be¬ 
fore  the  producer  receives  his  subsidy 
payment  from  the  Government.  There 
was  some  difference  of  opinion  in  the 
committee  on  that  point  but  the  differ¬ 
ence  was  finaly  resolved  by  the  compro¬ 
mise  amendment  which  will  be  offered 
when  the  bill  comes  up  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  One  other  ques¬ 
tion,  if  the  gentleman  will  permit:  Was 
this  provision  eliminated  as  a  result  of 
the  recommendation  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture? 


Mr.  HOPE.  As  far  as  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  was  concerned  its  repre¬ 
sentatives  endorsed  the  proposed  bill 
which  did  not  contain  that  provision. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  appearing 
before  the  Committee  endorsed  the  bill 
in  the  form  in  which  it  was  submitted 
by  the  Department  without  this  provi¬ 
sion.  While  I  cannot  quote  his  exact 
language  he  stated  in  effect  that  he  had 
no  objection  to  the  language  if  the  com¬ 
mittee  desired  to  put  it  in,  but  he  was  not 
insistent  upon  the  inclusion  of  that  lan¬ 
guage. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  my  remarks  and  to  include  at  this 
point  a  statement  on  this  question  by 
the  representative  of  the  International 
Longshoremen’s  and  Warehousemen’s 
Union,  CIO. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows:) 
Statement  of  the  International  Longshore¬ 
men's  and  Warehousemen’s  Union — CIO — 

Before  the  House  Agricultural  Commit¬ 
tee  on  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948 
(By  William  Glazier,  Washington  represent¬ 
ative,  ILWU) 

The  International  Longshoremen’s  and 
Warehousemen’s  Union  is  the  collective-bar¬ 
gaining  representative  for  practically  all  of 
the  sugar  workers  in  the  Hawaiian  Islands. 
As  an  organization  with  a  real  stake  in  the 
sugar  industry  we  appear  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  today  to  present  our  views  on  the  bill 
entitled  “The  Sugar  Act  of  1948,”  and  spe¬ 
cifically  on  the  absence  of  certain  provisions 
which  were  so  significant  in  the  philosophy 
and  administration  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937. 
These  are  embodied  in  section  301  of  the 
present  act. 

When  the  late  President  Roosevelt  sent  his 
message  to  Congress  on  March  1,  1937,  rec¬ 
ommending  a  new  sugar  act  he  listed  the 
various  groups  which  would  find  protection 
under  the  act,  as  they  had  under  the  old 
Jones-Costigan  Act.  These  were  the  con¬ 
sumers,  the  growers,  the  processors,  and  the 
workers. 

He  had  this  to  say  about  the  men,  women, 
and  children  who  labor  in  the  sugar  fields : 

“It  is  also  highly  desirable  to  continue  the 
policy,  which  was  inherent  in  the  Jones-Cos¬ 
tigan  Act,  of  effectuating  the  principle  that 
an  industry  which  desires  the  protection  af¬ 
forded  by  a  quota  system,  or  a  tariff,  should 
be  expected  to  guarantee  that  it  will  be  a 
good  employer.  I  recommend,  therefore, 
that  the  prevention  of  child  labor  and  the 
payment  of  wages  of  not  less  than  minimum 
standards,  be  included  among  the  conditions 
for  receiving  a  Federal  payment.” 

These  provisions  were,  as  you  know,  em¬ 
bodied  in  title  III,  section  301,  paragraphs 
(a)  and  (b)  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937. 

But  of  these  provisions,  only  the  child- 
labor  provision  is  included  in  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948  proposed  to  this  committee  by  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  Anderson  on  June  21. 
An  act  which  protected  the  several  interests 
in  the  sugar  industry,  growers,  processors, 
workers,  and  small  farmers  would  be  replaced 
by  a  bill  to  benefit  the  few. 

This  is  a  departure  from  the  spirit  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937  and  its  very  purpose.  It 
is  we  feel  a  shocking  emasculation  of  one  of 
the  most  important  social  and  economic  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  old  act. 

There  can  be  no  excuse  at  a  time  when 
the  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  and 
the  offshore  domestic  producing  areas  is  at 
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all-time  peaks  for  dropping  a  provision  which 
guarantees  that  workers  in  the  cane  and  beet 
fields  be  paid  a  minimum  wage. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  a  spokesman 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  stated 
here  that  since  all  segments  of  the  industry 
were  in  favor  of  discarding  this  provision  the 
Department  had  no  objection. 

However,  neither  the  workers  nor  the  small 
farmers  who  are  protected  under  section  301 
were  ever  consulted.  They,  too,  are  a  part 
of  the  sugar  industry,  and  since  they  are  so 
directly  involved  one  would  have  imagined 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would 
have  consulted  the  organizations  represent¬ 
ing  these  people.  This  was  not  done. 

Instead  this  new  Sugar  Act  was  drawn  up 
by  the  Department  in  consultation  with  cer¬ 
tain  domestic  sugar  producers  and  presented 
to  this  committee. 

LABOR  PROVISION 

The  present  labor  provision  has  two  parts. 
It  makes  clear,  first,  that  all  workers  shall  be 
paid  for  work  performed;  and,  second,  that 
they  shall  be  paid  not  less  than  rates  declared 
fair  and  reasonable  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

As  for  the  first  of  these  points.  I  have 
before  me  a  report  on  labor  migration.  This 
analyzes  certain  labor  laws  applicable  to  ag¬ 
ricultural  labor  in  the  significant  sugar  pro¬ 
ducing  States.  In  the  following  States  there 
are  no  provisions  for  State  aid  in  the  col¬ 
lection  of  wages;  Colorado,  Florida,  Idaho, 
Iowa,  Kansas,  Louisiana,  Minnesota,  Mon¬ 
tana,  Nebraska,  North  Dakota,  Ohio,  and 
Washington.  The  Territory  of  Puerto  Rico 
likewise  lacks  any  provision  for  State  aid 
in  wage  collection  by  agricultural  workers. 

Agricultural  workers  were  guaranteed  with 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  1937  that  the  abuses 
of  nonpayment  or  incomplete  payment  would 
be  eliminated.  The  new  act  does  away  with 
this  protection. 

The  labor  provision  of  the  1937  act,  as 
you  know,  made  the  payment  of  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  wages  a  condition  for  the  receiving  of 
payments  under  the  act. 

This  represented  a  new  approach  in  the 
treatment  of  agricultural  workers,  and  what 
is  more  significant,  in  the  treatment  of  labor 
in  an  industry  with  tariff  protection. 

For  many  years  protective  systems  have 
been  defended  on  the  ground  that  labor 
shared  in  the  benefits  derived  by  industry 
from  such  protection.  Under  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1937  a  portion  of  such  benefits  is  for  the 
first  time  specifically  reserved  for  workers. 

The  significance  of  this  cannot  be  over¬ 
stressed.  The  Sugar  Act  of  1937  explicitly 
recognized  that  agricultural  laborers  are  en¬ 
titled  to  share  in  the  benefits  provided  by  our 
national  farm  programs  and  by  the  protective 
tariff  and  subsidy  measures  adopted  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

The  proposed  bill  throws  all  of  this  into 
the  dust  bin. 

During  the  war  years,  because  of  competi¬ 
tion  for  a  very  short  supply  of  labor,  growers 
in  most  areas  found  it  necessary — as  they 
had  not  in  former  years — to  pay  wages  higher 
than  those  required  for  compliance  under 
the  Sugar  Act.  The  prescribed  rates  served 
less  as  prevailing  wages  than  as  a  protective 
minimum. 

At  the  same  time  these  prescribed  rates 
served  as  a  stabilizing  factor  since  the  wage 
rates  announced  in  1  year  were  based  gen¬ 
erally  on  standards  used  in  other  years. 

Removing  this  provision  at  the  present 
time  in  a  period  of  increasing  supply  of  labor 
and  keener  competition  among  workers  for 
Jobs  is  an  open  invitation  to  wage  cutting. 

The  term  “fair  and  reasonable”  in  this 
section  has  been  related  to  the  benefits  of 
the  act.  The  main  consideration  has  been 
the  allocation  to  wages  of  a  customary 
share  or  percentage  of  the  gross  returns  per 


acre  or  per  ton  of  beets.  In  the  past,  changes 
in  the  minimum  wage  have  been  allied 
closely  to  changes  in  gross  returns  per  acre 
or  per  ton  of  beets  although  other  factors, 
such  as  changes  in  the  cost  of  production 
or  in  cost  of  living  are  given  consideration. 
This  is  in  contrast  with  the  minimum  wage 
determinatons  in  other  employments;  in 
these  employments,  certain  minimum  stand¬ 
ards  of  wages,  determined  independently  of 
gross  returns  or  other  criteria  of  the  economic 
status  of  employers,  are  usually  the  over¬ 
riding  consideration. 

For  example,  from  1939  to  1945,  under  these 
wage  determinations  the  hourly  rates  in 
sugar-beet  farming  in  Washington  and  Cali¬ 
fornia  increased  39  percent  for  thinning,  46 
percent  for  harvesting,  and  60  percent  for 
hoeing.  Composite  farm  rates  rose  251  per¬ 
cent  in  Washington  and  179  percent  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  over  the  same  period. 

Yet,  despite  these  limitations  the  sugar 
field  workers  have  had  the  assurance  that 
before  their  employer  received  any  payments 
from  the  Federal  Government  they,  the 
workers,  would  have  to  be  paid  and  at  a  rate 
approved  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

This  protection,  flimsy  as  it  was,  would  be 
denied  the  sugar  workers  under  the  new  bill. 

Instead  of  agreeing  to  destroy  this  single 
guarantee,  it  woUld  be  more  to  the  point  for 
this  committee  to  investigate  means  of 
strengthening  this  section  of  the  Sugar  Act. 

For  example,  one  might  suggest  establish¬ 
ing  standards  under  which  the  workers  would 
benefit  from  and  share  in  the  technological 
development  in  the  industry.  And  in  the 
actual  determination  of  wages  it  might  be 
profitable  to  have  area  committees  composed 
of  growers  and  workers  with  a  representative 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  present. 
These  committees  could  make  the  recom¬ 
mendations  out  of  their  own  practical  ex¬ 
periences  and  relationships  for  a  given  area 
and  a  given  crop.  In  this  manner  you  could 
have  greater  local  interest  and  participation 
in  the  establishment  of  the  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  wage. 

This  is,  I  know,  a  sugar  bill  and  not  a  labor 
bill.  And  I  shall  not  belabor  the  point.  I 
cannot  move  on,  however,  without  pointing 
out  that  when  Mexican  workers  came  into 
this  country  during  the  war,  the  contract  be¬ 
tween  our  country  and  the  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment  provided  that  the  Mexican  workers 
receive  medical  attention,  transportation, 
and  even  set  minimum  weekly  earnings. 
American  agricultural  workers  have  never  en¬ 
joyed  such  contractual  benefits. 

Incidentally,  when  I  speak  of  agricultural 
workers  in  this  context,  I  am  referring  not 
only  to  the  workers  employed  on  beets,  but 
the  many  small  farms  in  Florida  and  Loui¬ 
siana  who  supplement  their  income  by  work¬ 
ing  in  the  cane  fields  during  the  harvesting 
period. 

This  leads  me  to  another  part  of  section 
301  that  has  been  discarded  under  the  new 
bill. 

Section  301  (d)  provides  that  grower-proc¬ 
essors  who  intend  to  apply  for  Federal  sugar 
payments  are  also  required  to  pay  fair  and 
reasonable  prices  for  cane  or  beets  bought 
from  other  growers.  This  paragraph  was  in¬ 
cluded  for  the  protection  of  small  farmers. 

Processor-producers  grow  a  substantial 
part  of  all  domestic  sugarcane  and  receive 
relatively  large  conditional  payments.  Con¬ 
sequently,  the  terms  of  the  fair-price  deter¬ 
minations  become  the  general  basis  for  the 
purchase  of  sugarcane. 

Small  growers  who  are  assured  protection 
under  the  Sugar  Act  have  been  stripped  by 
the  new  bill. 

I  have  confined  my  comments  to  the  dele¬ 
tion  of  paragraphs  (b)  and  (d)  from  section 
301.  We  urge  that  if  the  committee  takes 
favorable  action  on  this  bill  that  it  include 
the  present  minimum  wage  and  processor- 
grower  provisions.  To  delete  these  provisions 


at  this  time  at  the  request  of  the  domestic 
beet-sugar  producers  would  be  vicious  and 
discriminating. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question  on  the  reso¬ 
lution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.  R.  4075)  to  regulate  com¬ 
merce  among  the  several  States,  with  the 
Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United 
States,  and  with  foreign  countries;  to 
protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of 
sugars  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  do¬ 
mestic  sugar-producing  industry;  to  pro¬ 
mote  the  export  trade  of  the  United 
States;  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  4074,  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  with  Mr.  Cunningham 
in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  is 
recognized  for  1  hour  and  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Flannagan]  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kansas  is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  present 
Sugar  Act  will  expire  on  December  31 
next.  This  means  that  if  we  are  going 
to  operate  under  the  quota  plan  such  as 
we  have  had  in  effect  since  1934  in  some 
form  or  other  that  we  will  have  to  enact 
legislation  during  this  session.  Until  a 
short  time  ago  it  appeared  that  it  would 
not  be  possible  to  present  a  new  bill  at 
this  session  and  with  that  in  mind  I 
introduced  a  bill  to  extend  the  present 
act  for  1  year  thinking  that  new  legisla¬ 
tion  would  have  to  await  the  next  session 
of  Congress. 

However  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
was  very  anxious  to  see  the  enactment 
of  new  legislation,  particularly  because 
of  the  fact  that  the  present  act  provides 
that  if  the  Philippine  Republic  was  not 
able  to  supply  its  quota  of  sugar  the  de¬ 
ficit  must  be  allotted  to  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  other  than  Cuba.  It  was  the  desire 
of  the  Secretary  and  the  administration 
that  Cuba  be  permitted  to  absorb  the 
Philippine  deficit,  not  only  because  Cuba 
has  greatly  expanded  its  production  of 
"sugar  during  the  war  period,  but  in  rec¬ 
ognition  of  the  fact  that  our  relations 
with  Cuba  during  that  time  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  purchase  and  supply  of 
sugar  had  been  carried  out  in  a  very 
cooperative  and  helpful  manner.  There 
was  also  some  question  as  to  whether 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  could 
supply  the  Philippine  deficit,  at  least  for 
the  next  year  or  so.  Therefore  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  recommended 
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against  extension  of  the  present  law  and 
expressed  the  hope  it  would  be  possible 
to  enact  new  legislation. 

At  his  urging  the  producers,  the  proc¬ 
essors,  and  the  importers  of  sugar  got 
together  with  the  Secretary  to  see  if  some 
agreement  might  not  be  reached  for  new 
legislation.  As  the  discussions  proceeded 
conferences  were  held  with  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  with  representatives 
of  the  State  Department.  As  a  result  of 
these  meetings  and  conferences  a  bill  was 
drafted  which  was  submitted  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  the  Congress. 
At  that  time  Secretary  Anderson  stated 
that  the  proposed  bill  had  the  approval 
of  the  Interior  Department,  the  State 
Department,  and  the  administration. 
That  bill  with  certain  amendments  is 
the  one  which  is  before  us  today  as 
H.  R.  4075. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  large  part  this  bill 
is  simply  a  reenactment  of  existing  law 
on  the  subject  of  sugar  quotas.  There 
are  a  few  significant  changes  to  which  I 
wish  to  call  attention  in  the  brief  time 
I  will  take.  Perhaps  the  one  of  greatest 
interest  is  the  allocation  of  quotas. 
Under  existing  law  each  producing  area, 
both  domestic  and  foreign,  from  which 
we  had  been  securing  a  substantial  sup¬ 
ply  of  sugar  was  given  a  percentage 
quota.  That  plan  is  not  followed  in  the 
present  bill  as  far  as  the  domestic  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  are  concerned.  Each  do¬ 
mestic  producing  area  is  given  a  flat 
quota  of  so  many  tons  of  sugar  during 
the  life  of  this  legislation,  which  is  5 
years.  Those  quotas  are  as  follows:  Do¬ 
mestic  beet,  1,800,000  tons;  mainland 
cane,  500,000  tons;  Hawaii,  1,052,000 
tons;  Puerto  Rico,  910,000  tons;  Virgin 
Islands,  6,000  tons;  or  a  total  allocation 
to  domestic  sugar  producing  areas  of 
4,268,000  tons. 

In  addition  to  that  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  is  given  the  same  allocation 
that  was  given  it  in  the  Philippine  Trade 
Act,  of  952,000  short  tons.  The  remain¬ 
der  of  whatever  amount  may  be  deter¬ 
mined  as  an  over-all  quota  is  allotted  to 
Cuba  and  other  foreign  countries  in  the 
following  percentages:  Cuba,  98.64  per¬ 
cent;  foreign  countries,  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Philippines,  1.36  percent. 

It  is  provided  also  that  in  the  case  of 
a  Philippine  deficit  the  deficit  shall  be 
allotted  to  Cuba  and  other  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  in  the  following  percentages:  Cuba, 
95  percent;  other  foreign  countries,  5 
percent. 

Mr.  BUCK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  BUCK.  The  domestic  industrial 
consumers  are  still  limited  to  85  percent 
of  the  1941  production.  It  seems 
strange  to  me  to  talk  in  this  bill  about 
limiting  production  when  our  industrial 
consumers  are  still  not  able  to  get  all 
the  sugar  they  need,  and  are  thus  pre¬ 
vented  from  giving  employment  to  addi¬ 
tional  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people. 
Can  the  gentleman  give  us  any  assurance 
as  to  when  the  restrictions  on  industrial 
consumers  will  be  lifted? 

Mr.  HOPE.  This  bill  does  not  in  any 
way  deal  with  rationing  or  controls  as 


applied  to  sugar  consumers  in  the  United 
States. 

Under  this  bill  the  amount  of  sugar 
which  will  be  available  for  domestic 
consumption  will  be  based  upon  what 
we  produce  domestically,  plus  the  im¬ 
ports,  most  of  which  have  to  come  from 
Cuba.  The  total  quantity  will  be  fixed 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  based  on 
the  needs  of  the  domestic  consumers. 
So  there  is  in  this  bill  no  restriction  as 
to  the  amount  of  sugar  which  domestic 
consumers  will  receive  except  that  the 
Secretary,  taking  everything  into  con¬ 
sideration,  including  consumer  demand, 
must  determine  the  over-all  quota  in 
order  to  maintain  stability  in  the  in¬ 
dustry. 

Mr.  HAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  HAND.  The  gentleman  from  New 
York  put  his  finger  on  something  which 
has  been  concerning  me,  and  that  is 
under  section  302  of  this  bill  it  is  defi¬ 
nitely  provided  that  one  of  the  reasons 
why  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  can 
refrain  from  paying  these  growers  of 
sugar  cane  or  sugar  beets  is  if  they  grow 
more  than  their  quota,  so  it  seems  to 
me  by  the  adoption  of  section  302  we  are 
again  going  back  to  an  economy  of 
scarcity  which  is  one  of  the  most  foolish 
things  we  ever  did,  and  of  which  the 
great  exponent  in  this  country  was  the 
former  Secretary,  Mr.  Henry  Wallace. 

Mr.  HOPE.  There  is  no  provision  in 
this  bill  for  a  scarcity  of  sugar  supplies 
as  far  as  that  is  concerned.  The  only 
provision  in  this  bill  relating  to  the  total 
supply  is  the  over-all  quota  which  is 
fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
after  determining  consumptive  needs. 
The  bill  sets  out  a  formula  by  which  that 
quota  is  apportioned  among  the  different 
producing  areas. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  five  additional  minutes. 

Since  in  normal  times  there  is  a  world 
surplus  of  sugar  each  area  is  anxious  to 
get  as  large  a  quota  as  possible  for  itself. 
Now,  naturally,  the  cane  refiners  along 
the  seaboard  want  the  quota  given  to 
mainland  producers  cut  down  because 
they  do  not  refine  that  sugar;  they  refine 
sugar  that  is  brought  in  from  Cuba  and 
our  offshore  areas.  The  mainland  pro¬ 
ducers,  of  course,  are  anxious  to  get  all 
the  allocations  that  they  can,  both  cane 
and  beet.  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico  are 
anxious  to  get  as  large  an  allocation  as 
they  could,  so  it  is  necessary,  if  we  are 
going  to  get  an  agreement,  to  have  every 
producing  area  given  a  quota,  and  I  think 
it  can  fairly  be  said  that  no  producing 
area,  either  domestic  or  foreign,  is  en¬ 
tirely  satisfied  with  that  proportion  of 
the  market  which  has  been  given  it  under 
this  bill.  But  all  of  them  are  in  favor 
of  the  bill  because  they  feel  that  it  is  the 
best  arrangement  that  can  be  worked  out 
at  this  time.  The  bill  is  for  5  years.  It 
is  not  meant  to  be  permanent  legislation. 
It  is  intended  to  be  in  the  nature  of 
emergency  legislation  to  take  us  out  of 
the  war  period  during  which  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  and  distribution  throughout  the 


entire  world  have  been  very  much  dis¬ 
turbed. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Does  the 
gentleman  feel  that  the  bill  will  provide 
sufficient  sugar  for  the  growing  popula¬ 
tion  and  the  growing  use  of  sugar  and 
sugar  products  for  the  United  States  and 
the  rest  of  the  world? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Of  course,  it  all  depends 
upon  the  production  in  the  offshore 
countries,  because  we  are  definitely  lim¬ 
ited  on  the  mainland  in  our  production 
of  sugar  at  this  time.  The  real  limita¬ 
tion,  I  would  say,  is  not  the  quotas  in  this 
bill  during  the  next  2  or  3,  and  perhaps 
the  next  5  years.  The  real  limitation  is 
our  ability  to  produce  the  amount  of 
sugar  provided  for  by  the  quotas.  It  is 
the  hope  of  mainland  producers  that  at 
the  end  of  the  5-year  period  they  will 
have  produced  up  to  the  amount  of  the 
quota,  and  they  are  satisfied  to  accept 
thesq  quotas  during  this  5-year  period 
because  they  think  it  will  be  about  what 
they  can  produce. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  feel  that 
I  must  support  the  bill  because  my  beet 
growers  in  Nebraska  seem  to  have  gotten 
together  and  agreed  upon  it,  but  I  am 
concerned  about  the  small  increase  per¬ 
mitted  for  domestic  beets.  One  million 
and  eight  hundred  thousand  short  tons 
is  only  100,000  tons  more  than  we  have 
produced  at  one  time  when  we  were  short 
of  sugar,  and  that  100,000  tons  for  each 
year  of  the  next  5  years  does  not  keep 
pace  with  our  growing  population,  with 
the  number  of  people  who  need  sugar. 
So  I  would  feel  much  better  if  you  had 
made  that  2,000,000  or  2,500,000  instead 
of  limiting  it  to  just  1,800,000  short  tons 
of  sugar. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  can  only  say  to  that 
there  was  no  world  shortage  of  sugar — 
we  are  talking  now  about  the  supply  that 
may  be  available  for  domestic  consum¬ 
ers — before  the  war.  There  is  no  rea¬ 
son  to  believe  there  will  be  a  world  short¬ 
age  of  sugar  as  soon  as  the  various  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  go  into  normal  production 
again.  So  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
possibility  of  a  sugar  shortage  in  this 
country.  It  is  the  desire  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Nebraska,  and  I  think  of  most 
of  us,  that  the  domestic  areas  produce  as 
large  a  proportion  of  our  consumption  of 
sugar  as  they  possibly  can.  We  want 
them  to  be  permitted  to  do  that.  At  the 
same  time,  all  of  us  must  admifthat  we 
cannot  in  this  country  produce  all  the 
sugar  we  consume  here.  We  have  never 
done  anything  like  that  even  with  our 
off-shore  areas.  There  is  nothing  to  in¬ 
dicate  that  we  can  do  it  now,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  not  during  the  next  5  years.  It 
is  my  thought  that  at  the  end  of  5  years 
we  can  reappraise  the  situation  and  de¬ 
termine  then  whether  we  want  to  go 
ahead  without  legislation  of  this  kind 
or  whether  we  want  to  work  out  a  new 
quota  arrangement,  and  determine  then 
what  is  the  best  policy  to  follow  for  the 
ensuing  years. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Statis¬ 
tics  show  there  have  been  only  two  times 
in  the  history  of  sugar-beet  production 
in  this  country  that  we  have  produced 
more  than  1,800,000  tons,  so  that  with 
the  present  acreage  it  looks  as  though  it 
may  take  3  or  4  years  before  they  can 
reach  the  quotas  set  by  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  five  additional  minutes. 

The  amount  of  sugar  we  can  produce 
in  this  country  depends  to  some  extent, 
of  course,  upon  the  prices  of  competing 
crops,  because  in  most  areas  of  this 
country  where  you  can  produce  sugar,  on 
the  mainland,  at  least,  you  can  shift  from 
one  crop  to  another,  and  farmers  natu¬ 
rally  grow  the  crop  which  is  most  profit¬ 
able.  Therefore,  if  sugar  should  be  prof¬ 
itable  and  other  crops  unprofitable  in 
sugar-producing  areas,  and  that  is  par¬ 
ticularly  true  in  the  beet  area,  I  would 
look  for  an  expansion  of  sugar  acreage. 
If  the  opposite  should  be  true,  then  I 
would  not  look  for  much  expansion. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  for 
the  year  1946  our  sugar-beet  production 
was  only  1,541,000  tons;  for  1945,  where 
we  were  of  course  affected  by  the  war, 
it  was  1,278,000  and  for  1944,  1,056,000 
tons.  So  that  we  have  some  way  to  go 
yet  to  get  up  to  the  1,800,000  tons. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Buck]. 

Mr.  BUCK.  The  gentleman  did  not 
answer  the  second  part  of  my  question. 
Can  the  gentleman  tell  us  when  he  an¬ 
ticipates  that  consumption  controls  will 
be  lifted? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That,  of  course,  is  not 
covered  in  this  bill.  This  bill  has  noth¬ 
ing  at  all  to  do  with  consumption  con¬ 
trols.  There  are  no  consumption  con¬ 
trols  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  BUCK.  I  understand  that,  but  the 
gentleman  is  an  expert  on  the  question 
and  I  wanted  to  get  the  benefit  of  his 
view  on  that. 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  was  asked  that  question  in  the  hear¬ 
ings.  Just  at  this  moment  I  cannot  re¬ 
call  exactly  what  he  said.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  asked  the  question, 
and  I  yield  to  him  if  he  desires  to  make 
a  statement  on  that. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  asked 
the  question.  Of  course,  I  did  not  get  a 
very  satisfactory  answer.  I  would  like  to 
make  a  prediction  if  the  gentleman 
would  permit  it,  and  that  is  to  say  that 
as  soon  as  Congress  adjourns  so  that 
there  will  not  be  any  question  of  who  is 
going  to  get  the  credit  for  taking  ration¬ 
ing  off  of  industrial  users,  probably  some¬ 
time  in  August  I  feel  that  the  Secretary 
will  remove  rationing. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  would  like  to 
have  the  attention  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  and  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas.  I  spoke  for  a  minute  this  morning 
and  made  the  observation  that  commu¬ 
nications  have  come  to  my  attention  and 
I  think  Congress  ought  to  take  off  ration¬ 
ing  for  industrial  users  before  it  adjourns 


because  they  are  not  administering  the 
law  as  I  see  it  the  way  Congress  intended 
it  to  be  administered.  They  are  taking 
applications  for  relief  and  hardship 
cases  and  letting  them  lie  on  their  desks 
for  weeks  and  weeks,  and  then  if  a  deci¬ 
sion  is  against  them  they  say,  “Well,  you 
can  take  an  appeal,”  and  the  first  thing 
you  know  before  any  relief  -is  granted, 
October  31  will  have  arrived.  They 
are  doing  that  purposely  and  they  are 
subverting  the  purpose  and  intent  of 
Congress.  Those  in  charge  of  the  sugar 
rationing,  in  my  opinion,  are  not  admin¬ 
istering  the  law  the  way  Congress  in¬ 
tended  it  to  be  administered. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
will  permit,  I  would  like  to  observe  that, 
of  course,  a  good  many  employees  down 
here  who  have  jobs  would  have  to  quit  or 
get  fired  if  they  do  what  the  gentleman 
is  suggesting. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  think  what 
they  are  doing  is  that  they  have  decided 
to  take  a  vacation  until  October  31  and 
just  loaf  around  and  not  pay  any  atten¬ 
tion  to' these  hardship  applications. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
want  to  take  up  much  more  time,  but  I 
do  want  to  go  into  the  question  of  the 
over-all  quota  because  the  question  has 
been  asked  here  of  previous  speakers  as 
to  what  protection  there  is  for  the  con¬ 
sumer  in  this  legislation.  That  is  a  per¬ 
tinent  question  and  one  which  was  in 
the  minds  of  the  committee  in  framing 
the  legislation.  Of  course,  it  is  one  of 
the  objectives  of  the  bill  to  protect  con¬ 
sumers  not  only  in  getting  an  adequate 
supply  of  sugar  but  in  giving  it  to  them 
at  a  fair  price.  The  title  of  the  bill,  of 
course,  includes  that.  It  reads,  “To  pro¬ 
tect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugar 
and  of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic 
sugar-producing  industry.” 

There  are  no  direct  price  provisions 
in  the  bill.  But,  of  course,  the  control 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
over  quotas  will  have  something  to  do 
with  the  prices  which  consumers  will  pay 
because  the  larger  the  quotas,  the 
lower  the  prices:  and  if  the  quotas  are 
lower,  prices  to  consumers  will  be  higher. 
The  object  of  the  bill  is  to  assure  a  sugar 
supply  which  will  result  in  prices  which 
are  fair  to  both  producers  and  consumers. 
It  is  left  up  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  under  the  provisions  of  the  bill, 
to  make  that  determination.  We  have 
legislation  on  our  books  providing  price 
supports  to  many  other  agricultural-  com¬ 
modities.  In  a  sense,  consumers  are  pro¬ 
tected  under  these  provisions,  but  in  no 
legislation  relating  to  prices  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  is  the  consumer  spe¬ 
cifically  protected  to  the  extent  that  he 
is  in  this  bill,  because  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  compelled,  by  the  terms  of 
the  legislation,  to  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  interests  of  the  consumer  and 
see  that  he  gets  his  sugar  at  a  fair  price. 

In  the  bill  there  is  a  formula  which 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  must  follow 
in  determining  the  total  over-all  quota. 
I  just  want  to  call  attention  to  what  those 
specific  standards  are  in  this  formula. 

First,  the  Secretary  must  use  as  a  base 
the  quantity  of  sugar  consumed  during 
the  12  months  ending  on  the  preceding 
October  31. 


Next,  the  Secretary  must  make  adjust¬ 
ments  in  this  figure  for  any  deficiency 
or  surplus  of  inventories  of  sugar. 

He  must  also  allow  for  changes  in  con¬ 
sumption  because  of  changes  in  popu¬ 
lation  and  demand  conditions. 

He  must  also  give  consideration  to  the 
level  of  consumer  purchasing  power  and 
the  trend  of  such  purchasing  power, 
whether  rising  or  falling. 

Finally,  he  must  give  consideration  to 
the  relationship  which  the  price  of  sugar 
bears  to  the  general  level  of  the  cost  of 
living. 

In  general,  of  course  that  is  analogous 
to  the  parity  provision  accepted  as  a 
standard  in  determining  fair  agricultural 
prices.  It  relates  the  cost  of  sugar  to  the 
cost  of  other  commodities.  That  is  one 
of  the  conditions  which  the  Secretary 
must  take  into  consideration  along  with 
the  others  which  I  have  mentioned. 

There  is  no  provision  in  the  bill  which 
says  the  Secretary  has  to  give  so  much 
weight  to  one  provision  and  so  much 
weight  to  another,  but  he  must  take  all 
of  them  into  consideration  in  determin¬ 
ing  what  will  bring  about  a  supply  of 
sugar  which  will  result  in  a  fair  price  to 
the  sugar  industry  and  the  consumer. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  wish 
the  gentleman  would  discuss  section  408, 
which  further  protects  the  consumers, 
as  it  gives  the  President  the  power  to 
suspend  the  operation  of  this  act  so  as 
to  get  more  sugar  into  the  country  in 
the  event  a  sufficient  amount  is  not  pro¬ 
duced  for  the  consumers  here  at  rea¬ 
sonable  prices. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes.  I  am  glad  the  gen¬ 
tleman  called  attention  to  that  provi¬ 
sion.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  for  me  to  comment  on  it  any  fur¬ 
ther  than  he  has.  But  there  is  that  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill  whereby  quotas  may  be 
suspended  if,  for  any  reason,  it  appears 
the  imposition  of  quotas  will  result  in 
a  supply  of  sugar  which  is  inadequate 
for  domestic  consumption. 

I  do  not  desire  to  take  any  more  time. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  I  wish  to  submit  a 
question  to  the  chairman  of  our  com¬ 
mittee.  It  is  an  embarrassing  question 
but  I  do  not  submit  it  to  embarrass  the 
chairman  or  the  committee,  because  I 
realize  the  background  of  this  whole  ap¬ 
proach. 

I  refer  to  page  7  of  the  bill,  where  the 
domestic  marketing  quotas  are  allotted, 
and  specifically  to  the  Puerto  Rican  fig¬ 
ure  of  910,000  tons.  If  the  gentleman 
will  bear  with  me,  may  I  say  that  as 
chairman  of  the  Territory  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Lands,  I  feel  it  is  my  duty  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  House  to  what  has 
occurred.  For  instance,  Puerto  Rico,  an 
island  possession,  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  has  a  quota  assigned  of  910,000 
tons — considerably  below  the  present 
production  of  Puerto  Rico. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  has 
again  expired. 
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Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  two  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  I  simply  make  this 
presentation  now  to  get  it  into  the  Record 
foF  future  reference,  and  to  protest 
against  Cuba  being  permitted  by  this  bill 
to  participate  in  the  shortages  of  deliv¬ 
eries  by  domestic  areas,  other  than 
Puerto  Rico,  to  the  detriment  of  Puerto 
Rico,  because  of  this  situation  with  which 
we  are  confronted,  which  forces  Puerto 
Rico  to  store  its  excess  sugar  production, 
instead  of  being  permitted  to  go  in  and 
market  its  production  in  the  United 
States,  which  production  is  over  and 
above  the  910,000-ton  quota. 

My  question  is  not  to  embarrass  the 
chairman,  but  simply  to  give  him  a 
chance  to  make  any  remark  he  wishes  to, 
at  least  to  the  comfort  of  the  Puerto 
Ricans. 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  gentleman  from  9 
Kansas,  of  course,  is  aware  of  the  com¬ 
plaints  which  have  been  made  by  Puerto 
Rico  as  to  its  quota.  Complaints,  of 
course,  have  been  made  by  every  produc¬ 
ing  area.  As  I  said  a  while  ago,  no  pro¬ 
ducing  area  is  entirely  satisfied  with  the 
quota  permitted  in  this  bill. 

It  is  true  that  Puerto  Rico  has  on 
various  occasions  produced  more  sugar 
than  the  quota  provided  in  this  bill,  but 
we  must  recall  in  that  connection  that 
Puerto  Rico  consumes  a  considerable 
quantity  of  sugar  and  that  consumption 
is  not  included  in  the  quota.  I  am  sorry 
I  do  not  have  the  figures  as  to  Puerto 
Rican  consumption  at  just  this  moment. 
Does  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  have 
them? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  It  is 
about  115,000  tons. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

In  addition  therefore  to  its  quota  of 
910,000  tons  Puerto  Rico  will  produce 
and  consume  at  home  115,000  tons,  which 
comes  very  nearly  being  the  maximum 
amount,  certainly  more  than  the  aver¬ 
age  amount,  produced  in  that  territory 
over  any  recent  period.  Let  me  call  at¬ 
tention  also  to  the  fact  that  if  any  do¬ 
mestic  area  is  not  able  to  produce  its 
quota,  the  deficit  will  be  permitted  to  be 
made  up  by  other  domestic  areas  and 
Cuba.  Inasmuch  as  there  will  no  doubt 
be  deficits  in  some  domestic  areas  dur¬ 
ing  the  early  years  in  which  this  legis¬ 
lation  is  in  effect  Puerto  Rico  will  have 
an  opportunity  to  dispose  of  its  excess 
production,  if  any.  / 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sure  it  would  not 
be  possible  to  bring  any  sugar  legislation 
on  this  floor  which  would  be  entirely  sat¬ 
isfactory  to  the  various  sugar-producing 
areas.  It  is  my  firm  belief,  however,  that 
this  bill  comes  as  near  reaching  that  goal 
as  it  is  possible  to  do.  I  believe  it  is  fair 
to  the  sugar  industry  and  fair  to  the 
consumers.  Therefore  I  have  no  hesi¬ 
tancy  in  supporting  it  and  urging  its 
prompt  enactment.  • 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wonder  if  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
would  agree  to  the  bill’s  going  over  to 
tomorrow?  I  have  a  statement  to  make 
that  I  believe  the  full  membership  of 


this  House  ought  to  hear.  The  time  is 
getting  late  and  I  hate  to  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  have  someone  who  desires  to 
speak  whom  he  could  use  this  afternoon? 
I  should  like  to  go  as  far  as  we  can.  I 
am  not  inclined  to  press  the  matter,  but 
if  the  gentleman  has  someone  who  is 
ready  to  proceed  I  suggest  that  he  do  so 
this  afternoon. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  The  situation  may 
be  that  I  am  the  only  one  in  opposition; 
I  do  not  know.  I  may  be  playing  the 
part  of  the  lone  wolf,  but  I  will  state  that 
I  believe  the  membership  of  this  House 
should  hear  me  before  they  cast  their 
vote  on  this  legislation. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  have  any  commitments  for  time 
to  others  to  whom  he  might  yield? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  DomengeatjxL 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  very  much  pleased  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  new  sugar  producing  bill 
which  is  before  the  House  today.  Rep¬ 
resenting  a  congressional  district  which 
embraces  the  great  sugarcane  area  in 
Louisiana,  I  feel  that  this  industry  will 
benefit  considerably  from  this  legislation. 

This  bill  in  effect  would  reenact  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937  with  important  changes 
and  extend  the  termination  date  from 
December  31,  1947,  to  December  31,  1952. 
Like  the  Jones-Costigan  Sugar  Act  of 
1934  and  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  this 
measure  has  as  its  primary  object  the 
stabilization  of  the  sugar  producing,  re¬ 
fining  and  importing  industries.  It  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  quota  system  under  which 
the  United  States  market  is  divided 
among  the  various  domestic  and  foreign 
elements  supplying  it,  and  for  the  neces¬ 
sary  complements  to  that  system,  name¬ 
ly,  a  tax  on  sugar  and  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  of  sugarcane  and  sugar  beets. 

As  brought  out  during  the  hearings 
conducted  by  the  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  on  this  legislation,  the  former 
quota  of  our  mainland  sugarcane  area 
has  been  increased  by  the  largest  per¬ 
centage  of  any  of  the  domestic  groups, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  bill.  A  500,- 
000-ton  figure  is  provided  for  the  cane¬ 
growing  belt,  which  is  principally  Louisi¬ 
ana  and  Florida.  This  will  enable 
Louisiana  to  produce  nearly  all  of  the 
sugarcane  it  is  now  capable  of  producing. 

It  is  particularly  gratifying  that  in  the 
drafting  of  this  new  program  the  do¬ 
mestic  areas  have  demonstrated  a  very 
cooperative  spirit  and  there  has  been  a 
mutual  desire  to  work  out  matters  to  the 
best  interests  of  the  entire  sugar  indus¬ 
try.  Adoption  of  the  1937  legislation  was 
delayed  by  lack  of  agreement  between 
representatives  of  the  domestic  areas  and 
perhaps  to  some  extent  by  lack  of  agree¬ 
ment  among  Government  agencies.  All 
concerned  have  demonstrated  their  will¬ 
ingness  and  purpose  of  helping  to  draft 
this-present  legislation  as  quickly  as  pos¬ 
sible  and  in  a  spirit  of  fairness  and  equity. 
The  results  cannot  help  but  be  beneficial 
to  all. 

I  have  been  particularly  anxious  that 
the  fair  wage-fair  price  provisions  of  the 
former  act  be  retained  in  the  new  one, 
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and  am  glad  to  know  that  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  has  inclined  favorably 
toward  these  provisions  which  are  de¬ 
sired  by  the  Louisiana  sugarcane  indus¬ 
try.  I  have  reference  to  sections  301 
(b)  and  (d)  of  the  old  act  regarding  fair 
wages  to  laborers  'and  to  a  determination 
of  fair  prices  for  sugarcane  and  sugar 
beets. 

The  quotas  established  under  this  bill 
are  generous  to  Louisiana  and  other 
areas,  and  should  result  in  stabilizing  the 
industry  on  a  basis  of  prosperity  for  at 
least  the  next  5  years. 

Sugar  is  a  most  vital  commodity,  and 
the  industry  is  deserving  of  all  possible 
•assistance  and  cooperation  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  It  is  predicted  that 
sugar  consumption  will  increase  within 
the  next  few  years.  Louisiana  producers 
and  processors  can,  I  feel,  look  forward 
with  much  optimism  to  the  future,  in 
view  of  the  assistance  given  by  this  legis¬ 
lation  and  the  general  outlook  for  the 
growth  and  general  welfare  of  their 
industry. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
express  gratitude  to  the  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  for  the  careful  and  valu¬ 
able  consideration  given  this  bill  and  for 
the  interest  and  cooperation  the  mem¬ 
bers  have  manifested  in  drafting  a  meas¬ 
ure  that  will  best  meet  all  needs  and 
circumstances.  I  consider  that  the  legis¬ 
lation  is  very  well  prepared  and  pre¬ 
sented,  and  that  we  who  are  particularly 
interested  in  sugar  production  and  mar¬ 
keting  can  feel  that  our  efforts  have 
proven  most  worth  while.  Speaking  for 
the  sugarcane  interests  of  Louisiana,  I 
again  wish  to  express  my  gratitude  and 
pleasure  over  this  bill,  which  I  hope  and 
believe  Congress  will  speedily  adopt. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  would 
like  to  add  a  word  to  what  the  gentleman 
has  said.  I  have  watched  the  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  in  this  country  over  many  years 
and  I  would  like  him  to  know  that  the 
sugar  producers  in  his  area  and  down 
in  Florida  have  made  an  outstanding 
contribution  to  the  economy  of  the  coun¬ 
try  in  the  splendid  work  they  did  in  the 
war  years  to  produce  sugar. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  The  expression 
of  the  gentleman  is  very  greatly  appre- 
dated 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Resident  Commis¬ 
sioner  from  Puerto  Rico  [Mr.  Fern6s- 
Isern]  . 

Mr.  FERNOS-ISERN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
may  I  say  that  the  present  bill  contains, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  people  of  Puerto 
Rico,  two  objectionable  features,  and  it 
could  contain  a  third,  by  omission,  but 
fortunately  the  committee  has  an 
amendmend  to  offer  which  corrects  that 
defect.  The  amendment  refers  to  de¬ 
termination  of  fair  prices  and  wages. 
There  are  two  other  features  of  the 
bill  to  which  we  would  object,  as  I  said 
before.  I  do  not  intend  to  offer  amend¬ 
ments  because  I  believe  it  is  too  late  now. 

Certain  sectors  in  the  production  of 
sugar  in  Puerto  Rico  were  present  at 
the  preliminary  meetings.  I  am  not 
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criticizing  that.  Others  were  not.  The 
representative  of  the  people  as  a  whole 
certainly  was  not  present. 

The  quota  allowed  to  Puerto  Rico, 
even  though  we  have  a  local  insular  con¬ 
sumption  quota,  is  below  this  year’s  pro¬ 
duction,  and  therefore  there  is  no  allow¬ 
ance  for  expansion.  The  other  provision 
we  object  to,  and  it  is  difficult  for  me  to 
understand,  is  that  a  domestic  area,  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  tariff  system  of  the  main¬ 
land,  may  be  hampered  from  sending  its 
sugar  into  the  market  as  a  finished  prod¬ 
uct.  Although  geography  says  other¬ 
wise;  Puerto  Rico  is  a  part  of  the  con¬ 
tinent  in  a  legal  sense,  because  the 
coastwise  shipping  law  operates  in  Puerto 
Rico  just  as  on  the  mainland.  Still  we 
may  not  ship  into  the  mainland  all  the 
sugar  we  produce  in  any  shape  or  form, 
within  the  quota.  We  may  send  it  only 
in  the  raw  state,  with  the  exception  of  a 
very  small  amount  which  may  be  refined. 

We  have  those  objections  to  the  bill, 
which  we  want  to  go  into  the  Record. 
But,  we  prefer  a  bill  to  no  bill.  It  is  too 
late,  I  understand,  to  offer  amendments. 
Conversations  went  on ;  most  of  the  sec¬ 
tors  engaged  in  sugar  production  are 
agreed,  and  we  do  not  want,  even  if  we 
could,  and  we  cannot,  to  upset  the  apple 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FERNOS-ISERN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  In  other  words, 
what  the  gentleman  has  told  us  is  this: 
In  these  conversations,  at  which  time 
certain  agreements  were  reached  by 
members  of  the  industry,  all  of  the  in¬ 
dustry  of  Puerto  Rico  was  not  represent¬ 
ed;  there  were  simply  certain  segments 
of  the  Puerto  Rican  industry  which  had 
its  representatives  sitting  in  on  those 
conversations. 

Mr.  FERNOS-ISERN.  Correct. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Then  there  were 
left  out  certain  other  sectors,  and.it  was 
those  segments  left  out  who  would  like 
now  to  have  an  amendment  but,  as  the 
gentleman  has  said,  and  I  agree  with  him 
fully,  it  is  now  too  late  to  offer  such  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  FERNOS-ISERN.  Correct. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Because  the  door  is 
closed  by  reason  of  agreements  that  have 
been  made. 

Mr.  FERNOS-ISERN.  Correct. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  And  here  we  have 
an  illustration  of  what  occurs  and  what 
will  continue  to  occur  with  American  in¬ 
dustry  as  we  sit  around  the  table  in  these 
great  international  conferences  and  make 
agreements  which  conflict  with  the  ex¬ 
pansion  of  enterprise  under  our  Ameri¬ 
can  system.  Now,  may  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  this  question?  Sugar  in  Puerto 
Rico  is  the  source  of  about  75  percent 
of  its  income,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  FERNOS-ISERN.  Correct. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  It  is  the  thing 
upon  which  the  people  depend  for  their 
livelihood. 

Mr.  FERNOS-ISERN.  Right. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Puerto  Rico  is  pri¬ 
marily  an  agricultural  area. 

Mr.  FERNOS-ISERN.  Right. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Now,  the  thing 
that  bothers  the  gentleman  and  the 
thing  that  bothers  me — and  I  am  sure 


he  will  agree  with  this  observation — is 
why  the  American  people  here  on  the 
continent  say,  in  substance,  to  the 
Puerto  Rican  people,  “We  will  not  let 
you  use  your  natural  resources  to  pro¬ 
vide  food  and  shelter  and  -employment 
and  the  flow  of  your  insular  income,  but 
we  insist  on  holding  you  down  and  send¬ 
ing  you  relief  funds  in  order  to  support 
your  unemployed.”  Now,  that  is  a  dif¬ 
ficult  thing  for  the  gentleman  to  under¬ 
stand,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  FERNOS-ISERN.  Of  great  im¬ 
portance  to  the  mainland  also  is  the 
fact  that  since  we  have  no  more  dollars 
than  what  we  get  from  sugar,  practically, 
that  is  all  the  money  we  have  to  buy 
our  food  with  on  the  mainland,  and  that 
means  that  the  less  sugar  we  sell  the  less 
rice  we  may  buy  from  Louisiana.  Of 
course,  we  could  not  buy  rice  outside 
of  the  mainland,  or  we  should  not,  be¬ 
cause  we  are  within  a  common  tariff 
system  and  we  should  all  prefer  domestic 
products. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  And  anything 
which  reduces  your  production  of  sugar 
or  the  processing  of  sugar  into  other 
products  in  Puerto  Rico  cuts  your  in¬ 
come. 

Mr.  FERNOS-ISERN.  Right. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  And  therefore 
cuts  your  power  to  buy  goods  produced 
on  the  continent. 

Mr.  FERNOS-ISERN.  That  is’  right. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
Resident  Commissioner  from  Puerto 
Rico  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Cunningham,  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com¬ 
mittee,  having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  (H.  R.  4075)  to  regulate  com-  I 
merce  among  the  several  States,  with  the  ; 
Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United  i 
States,  and  with  foreign  countries,  to  j 
protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of 
sugars  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  do-  j 
mestic  sugar-producing  industry,  to  pro-  ) 
mote  the  export  trade  of  the  United 
States,  and  for  other  purposes,  had  come 
„to  no  .resolution 

PRESIDENTIAL  SUCCESSION  BILL 

r.  MICHENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  thKjudiciary  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  toaight  to  file  a  report  or^.S.  564, 
the  Presidential  succession  bilk 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  on^he  gentlemaj^from  Mich¬ 
igan? 

There  was  no  'Npjectic 


HOUR  OP  MEEl 


TOMORROW 


Mr.  HALLECK.  Me.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent^haVwhen  the  House 
adjourns  today  if^idjounyto  meet  at  11 
o’clock  tomorr 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  Objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

Theresas  no  objection 

ITENSION  OP  REMARKS 

I f.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  una 
is  consent  to  extend  my  remarks  in 


(the  Record  and  include  certain  extra-  ; 
teous  matter.  I  am  informed  by  the 
•ublic  Printer  that  this  will  exceed  two 
iges  of  the  Record  and  will  cost  $284, 
bfct  I  ask  that  it  be  printed  notwith¬ 
standing  that  fact. 

’he  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
notwithstanding  the  cost,  the  exten^fon 
maV  be  made. 

Tfeere  was  no  objection. 

[Irie  matter  referred  to  appeals  in 
the  Appendix.] 

Mr.VBOGGS  of  Louisiana  asketl  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  riis  re¬ 
marks  Vn  the  Record  and  includejan  edi¬ 
torial. 

Mr.  ftlXON  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Hill)  was  given  permission  to  Attend  his 
remarks  m  the  Record. 

Mr.  HOPE  asked  and  was  liven  per¬ 
mission  toyevise  and  extend  tre  remarks 
he  made  tAis  afternoon. 


core 


:tion  of  roli /  call 


Mr.  SCOBflLICK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll 
call  No.  105y>f  today  I  an  recorded  as 
being  absent*  I  was  present  and  an¬ 
swered  to  mjt  name.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  fhe  roll  cajl  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  ttfere  objection  to 
the  request  of  tfye  gentlq/nan  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  Objection. 

SPECIAL  OR.DE*  GRANTED 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
today,  following  anWspecial  orders  here¬ 
tofore  entered,  I  may  be  permitted  to 
address  the  House  /or  5  minutes. 

The  SPEAKER. /A  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  tj^e  gentlewoman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  Abjection. 

SPECIAL  ORDER 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  order 
or  the  House,  trie  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  feuGH  D.  SqpTT,  Jr.]  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  2a  minutes. 

WHAT’S  CQpKING  BEHIND  OUR  OWN 
CURTAIN? 

Mr.  HUfcH  D.  SCOTT,  JR.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  there  is  bpth  at  home 
and  abroaA  a  general  approval  of  the 
basic  ten«s  of  what  has  qpme  to  be 
known  asp  the  Marshall  plan.  I  think 
there  is, /generally  speaking,  Confidence 
in  the  fimdamental  wisdom  of  that  plan. 
It  has  neen  hailed  abroad  with  a  great 
deal  of  optimism  and  enthusiasm.  I 
sense,  However,  the  danger  of  a  llt-down, 
the  r/k  inherent  in  optimistiA  state¬ 
ment/  and  programs  which  are  billed  as 
somebody  or  other’s  plan,  which  may 
subsequently  fall  short  of  the  original 
promise.  The  damage  done  by  a  fiilure 
to  go  through  with  the  fully  formulated 
braad-scale  foreign  policy  may  be  Wery 
great  to  us  in  the  loss  of  confidenc^  in 
toe  countries  abroad  and  in  the  same 
less  of  confidence  on  the  part  of  our  own 
itizens.  It  is  essential,  then,  to  kn^w 
hat  are  the  implications  of  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  and  more  particularly,  per¬ 
haps,  whether  or  not  we  have  a  foreign 
policy  at  all. 
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VI  quote  a  recent  editorial  appearing  in 
Colter’s  magazine: 

Thd\present  revelations  by  bits  and  pieces 
of  a  so-called  foreign  policy  keep  rumors 
flying  araund,  people  alarmed  and  resentful, 
and  world,  opinion  in  doubt  as  to  what 
United  States  foreign  policy  is — assuming 
we  have  suchsp.  thing. 

Someone  has  said  that  what  this  old 
world  needs  is  \  transparent  8-ball  for 
those  who  want  ^  look  ahead. 

An  able  and  respected  public  servant, 
under  Secretary  of  State  Dean  Acheson, 
delivered  a  candid  ank  illuminating  ad- 
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^ersity  in  June, 
aer  a  new  thing 


dress  at  Wesleyan  Uni 
Candor  of  that  type  is  raf 
in  our  august  Departments^  State.  It 
is  my  purpose  here  to  pie  a  ay:  or  more  of 
the  same. 

It  is  quite  true,  as  Under  >jecretary 
Acheson  said,  that  people  mos\every- 
where  in  the  world  like  to  take  potshots 
at  members  of  their  foreign  office^  A 
distinguished  Member  of  the  other  b«£y 
once  told  a  story  to  that  effect  with  re 
erence  to  a  farmer’s  dog  that  used  to  g i 
to  town  with  his  master,  and  Secretary 
Acheson  refers  to  this  story.  While  the 
farmer  was  busy  small  boys  would  catch 
the  dog  and  tie  tin  cans  to  its  tail.  The 
dog  got  so  used  to  this  that  whenever  he 
saw  a  tin  can  he  backed  right  up  to  it. 

I  think  that  we  here  in  Congress  can 
join  Mr.  Acheson  in  that  rueful  recollec¬ 
tion,  because  people  like  to  take  potshots 
at  Congressmen,  too,  but  do  not  our  citi¬ 
zens  thus  exhibit  their  awareness  of  the 
extent  to  which  their  well-being  depends 
upon  the  capacity  for  good  or  ill  of  their 
representatives  at  home  or  abroad? 

Mr.  Acheson  discussed  American  tra¬ 
ditions  under  this  foreign  policy.  He 
gives  us  the  State  Department  estimates 
of  our  objectives  and  what  is  happening 
to  them.  This,  it  seems  to  me,  is  a  cata¬ 
log  of  failure  and  of  frustration  because 
while  Mr.  Acheson  tells  us  at  some  detail 
of  the  disappointments  which  we  have 
suffered  in  our  foreign  dealings  and  the 
failure  of  the  Soviet  Government  to  live 
up  to  its  promises  at  Yalta,  and  the  dis¬ 
astrous  decline  and  fall  of  the  principles 
of  the  Atlantic  Charter,  and  the  fact  that 
the  whole  series  of  arrangements  for  set¬ 
tlement  in  eastern  Europe,  Germany,  and 
the  Far  East,  which  recognized  to  th<j 
full  the  Soviet’s  spheres  of  interest  whig 
were  based  on  confidence  in  their  int 
tion  to  carry  out  their  pledged  wordf  in¬ 
cluding  cooperation  from  Germam^nev- 
ertheless  those  promises  have  q ot  been 
made. 

Mr.  Acheson  refers  to  the  Met  that  in 
eastern  Europe  the  Soviet/Union,  over 
our  protests  and  British/protests,  has 
used  its  dominant  position  to  carry  out  a 
unilateral  policy  contrary  to  the  Yalta 
Agreement.  He  comjvlains  because  the 
Soviet  Union  has  dismantled  .the  fac¬ 
tories  in  Manchuria,  has  obstructed  the 
economic  and  pojftical  unification  of  Ko¬ 
rea.  He  spealof  with  regret  of  the  fail¬ 
ure  of  our  hdreign  policy — for  that  is 
what  it  is— -m  Persia,  in  Greece,  in  Hun¬ 
gary,  and  .Elsewhere.  He  notes  particu¬ 
larly  thsrt  2  years  after  Potsdam,  by 
reason  pf  Soviet  unwillingness,  we  have 
not  achieved  German  economic  unifica- 
tion.4nd  written  an  Austria  treaty.  And 
he^ays  as  a  result  the  recovery  of  Europe 
is  been  long  delayed,  tragically  long. 


Now,  the  question  is:  What  are  we 
going  to  do  about  these  things?  Have 
we  any  foreign  policy?  Have  we  any 
plan  to  deal  with  these  problems?  What 
are  we  going  to  do  with  Germany  and 
Austria?  Do  we  plan  to  restore  their 
economy  or  not?  Are  we  going  to  make 
it  possible  for  Germans  to  engage  in  any 
manufacturing  activities  above  the  pres¬ 
ent  level  or  not?  If  Russia  continues  to 
rely  on  chaos,  confusion,  and  hunger,  do 
we  make  a  separate  treaty  west  of  the 
iron  curtain  01  not,  and  even  if  we  do, 
it  is  my  firm  opinion  we  must  not  with¬ 
draw  from  our  zone  until  the  Russians 
do  from  theirs? 

If  these  arguments  Mr.  Acheson  re¬ 
fers  to  are  bitter  and  unprofitable,  what 
do  we  offer  to  end  that  stalemate?  Mr. 
Acheson  refers  also  to  the  fact  that  we 
should  not — and  I  hope  we  will  not — wait 
for  extreme  crises  to  develop.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  these  crises  have  developed. 
I  wonder  why  the  State  Department  does 
not  see  this  and  does  not  admit  that  we 
are  in  a  position  of  crisis  in  relation  to 
our  foreign  affairs? 

Let  me  refer  again  to  something  1^ 
dginally  got  from  this  Collier’s  edw 
to&rl.  That  leads  me  to  the  main  the  are 
of  what  I  have  to  say.  As  this  editorial 
statelkand  I  agree  with  it,  what  weJwant 
to  discuss  is  the  habit  that  this  jramin- 
istrationteras,  like  the  Rooseveiyudmin- 
istration  \efore  it,  of  breaking  its  for¬ 
eign  policy  news  piecemeal  to^he  Ameri¬ 
can  people  iimead  of  all  at Jm ce.  There 
seems  to  be  a  persistent  conviction  which 
is  said  to  centls  chiefl^in  the  middle 
level  of  the  State  Department  that  Amer¬ 
icans  are  too  durmi  jfind  childish  to  be 
trusted  with  the  wdoie  story  at  one  sit¬ 
ting  or  one  message  \o  Congress  when 
some  important/hift  irf^oreign  policy  is 
contemplated., 

I  supporte#  the  Greek -^urkish  loan. 
I  supported^he  relief  measu\ brought  in 
here. 

Mr.  JJ0NES  of  North  C^foftna.  Mr. 
Speakaf;  will  the  gentleman  yia^ri? 

Mr/HUGH  D.  SCOTT.  JR.  iVould 
ratUer  continue  with  my  trenck  of 
thought,  but  I  yield  to  the  gentlemen 
riefly  for  a  question. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  WhaC 
are  the  Republicans  going  to  do  about 
that? 

Mr.  HUGH  D.  SCOTT,  JR.  We  are 
going  to  elect,  next  year,  a  Republican 
President  who  will  tell  the  American 
people  the  truth  for  the  first  time  in 
more  than  14  years,  and  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  asking  that  question. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  That 
is  your  opinion. 

Mr.  HUGH  D.  SCOTT,  JR.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  decline  to  yield  further  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  That 
is  your  opinion. 

Mr.  HUGH  D.  SCOTT,  JR.  (reading) : 

At  this  time  it  is  being  gossiped  around 
that  the  Greek-Turkish  loan  is  only  the  be¬ 
ginning;  that  the  administration  plans  to 
spend  a  total  of  $10,000,000,000  or  more  in  the 
next  2  or  3  years  to  bolster  up  numerous 
countries  against  Russian  Communist  infil¬ 
tration. 

Well,  is  that  the  plan  or  isn’t  it?  Why 
not  tell  us  now  just  how  far  this  business 
is  likely  to  go  and  how  much  it  may  cost? 

When  Americans  are  convinced  they  have 
some  job  to  do,  they  do  not  shrink  from  it. 


no  matter  how  big  it  may  be.  When  they 
suspect  somebody  is  kidding  them,  they  do 
not  cooperate,  and  why  should  they? 


/ 


annc 


how  much  mud 
sources  we  sh: 


Finally,  and  very  important,  cannot 
the  American  taxpayers,  who  must  foot 
the  bill,  be  told  by  President  Truman 
something  of  how  much  thi^"  will  cost 
them,  for  it  will  mean  billions  of  dollars? 

It  will  undoubtedly  increa^  the  already 
high  cost  of  living,  as  food  which  goes 
abroad  means  less  food/at  higher  prices 
to  meet  the  home  demand  In  terms  of 
our  national  security/it  may  all  be  worth 
it.  But  we  are  entitled  to  know  how  much 
we  have  been  conphitted  for  already,  and 
more  of  our  national  re- 
be  required  to  use,  and 
what  is  the  end  we  are  trying  to  achieve. 

In  the  July  issue  of  Fortune  magazine, 
under  threading  “The  United  States  in 
Europe, '2  the  writer  reaches  this  con¬ 
clusion#'  with  which  I  heartily  agree: 

Butflf  this  time  the  United  States  does  live 
up  *6  its  immense  responsibilities,  surely  it 
t  ask  something  in  return.  Europe 
,nts  all  the  fruits  of  democratic  capital- 
sm — dollars,  goods,  production,  continental 
unity.  13  it  too  much  to  ask  that  she  re¬ 
adopt  the  only  known  means  by  which  these 
good  things  can  be  garnered — enterprise, 
open  markets,  faith  that  in  the  long  run  it 
is  not  national  plans  that  unite  people  but 
only  free  individuals  dealing  freely  with  each 
other? 

Now,  quoting  the  words  of  the  editorial 
I  previously  referred  to,  I  quote: 

Let’s  have  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing 
but  the  truth,  about  the  Truman  Doctrine 
and  all  its  possible  consequences  as  now  en¬ 
visioned;  and  let’s  have  that  whole  truth 
soon,  in  plain  English,  from  some  authorita¬ 
tive  Administration  source. 

These  are  my  views  and  these  are  my 
misgivings.  The  thought  I  express  may 
seem  no  greater  than  one  man’s  opinion — 
the  cloud  no  bigger  than  a  man’s  hand. 
But  I  warn  this  Arministration  that  there 
are  others  of  like  mind  in  this  country 
and  in  this  Congress  whose  support  will 
be  withdrawn  from  a  foreign  program 
released  in  bits  and  pieces,  without  begin¬ 
ning  or  end,  handed  down  from  on  high, 
with  “Papa  knows  best”  overtones. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  Will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUGH  D.  SCOTT,  JR.  Perhaps 
le  gentleman  would  be  interested  in 
lat  I  am  going  to  say  next.  I  am  going  § 
to  imow  what  I  am  voting  for.  I  am  not 
goinkto  vote  for  any  “Now  you  see  it, 
now  jou  do  not”  arcanery.  We  had 
enougl^f  that  in  this  Congress  once 
before. 

Mr.  JOJteS  of  North  Carolina.  Will 
the  gentlemkn  yield? 

Mr.  HUGH1D.  SCOTT,  JR.  Yes;  I  will 
be  glad  to  yield 

Mr.  JONES  oX  North  Carolina.  You 
are  a  Republican^are  you  not? 

Mr.  HUGH  D.  S^OTT,  JR.  I  am  a 
member  of  the  majority  party,  according 
to  the  will  expressed  b:\the  people  of  my 
district  in  1946. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  fiteirolina.  You 
are  making  a  Republican  speech,  are  you 
not? 

Mr.  HUGH  D.  SCOTT,  J$.  I  was 
hoping  that  what  I  said  woulcL  fall  on 
intelligent  ears  as  an  American  Speech. 

Mr.  JONES  of  North  Carolina.  I 
think  I  am  intelligent  as  much  as'you 
are. 
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Mr.  CELLER  asked  and  was  given  per- 
vmission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  on  two  different  subjects. 

CORRECTION  OP  THE  RECORD 

Ir.  BUCK.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  remarks 
as  reported  in  the  first  column  of  page 
8728  bf  yesterday’s  Record  contain  three 
errors^  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
these  drrors  be  corrected  as  per  copy 
which  l\jiand  to  the  desk  herewith: 

Mr.  Buck.  Domestic  industrial  consumers 
are  still  limited  to  85  percent  of  their  1941 
consumption  It  seems  strange  to  me  to  talk 
in  this  bill  about  limiting  production  when 
our  industrial  consumers  are  still  not  able 
to  get  all  the  sagar  they  need  and  are  thus 
prevented  from  'giving  employment  to  ad¬ 
ditional  hundreds  or  thousands  of  people. 
Can  the  gentlemak  give  us  any  assurance 
as  to  when  the  restrictions  op  industrial 
consumers  will  be  lotted? 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gtnjtleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Buck]? 

There  was  no  objection. 
SUBCOMMITTEE  OF  THE  ^COMMITTEE  ON 
ARMED  SERVICES 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  theNsubcommit- 
tee  of  the  Committee  on  AiVied  Serv¬ 
ices  may  sit  today  during  tng  general 
debate  in  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obj&tion  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlemai\  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HORSE 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the  Hous 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  Jo 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fr/m 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

STOLEN  SECRETS  OF  THE  ATO]J 
WEAPON 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  o /  yester¬ 
day  the  American  people  wertf  shocked 
to  learn  that  some  of  the  sec/ets  of  the 
atomic  bomb  had  been  stole/,  and  that 
Congress  had  been  kept  in  tlje  dark  about 
it  for  something  like  a  year 

It  seems  silly  to  say  than;  two  top  -ser¬ 
geants  merely  took  this^naterial  home 
as  souvenirs. 

I  shall  insist  on  gettfng  the  names  of 
tj^ose  two  men  and  their  connections,  to 
see  who  was  behind  that  theft. 

I  am  tired  of  a  fewfinternational  moon- 
gazers  trying  to  drag  my  country  into 
and  subordinate  if to  a  supergovernment 
to  be  dominated'  by  representatives  of 
governments  m^iy  of  whose  people  Hive 
demonstrated  mat  they  are  incapable  of 
governing  themselves. 

I  am  not  /frilling  to  see  them  destroy 
the  greatest  defense  weapon  the  world 
ever  saw,  arid  one  that  Almighty  God  has 
placed  irf  the  hands  of  the  American 
people  this  time,  as  leaders  of  this 
Christiafh  civilization,  to  protect  it  against 
atheism:  communism,  anarchy,  and  all 
the  forces  of  destruction  that  are  now 
plotjang  the  overthrow  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States.  I  want  the 
n^tnes  of  those  men. 

We  members  of  the  Committee  on  Un- 
American  Activities  warned  you  last  year, 


and  finally  we  got  the  help  of  the 
nadian  Government  in  exposing  other* 1 
attempts  to  steal  the  secrets  of  the  atomic! 
bomb  and  turn  them  over  to  the  enemies 
of  our  form  of  government. 

I  shall  insist  that  the  names  df  these 
men  be  given  us  and  that  we  ytind  out 
who  was  behind  that  attempt  to  take 
the  secrets  of  this  mighty  w/apon  and 
probably  turn  them  over  to  me  enemies 
of  our  country,  our  form  of/government, 
and  our  way  of  life. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  tiihe  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Rankin] 
has  expired. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  PULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  Jro  address  the  House 
for  1  minute. 

The  SPEAKER./  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  th/gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  nJ objection. 

FASCISM  IN  ACTION 

Mr.  FULTbN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
membership  knows,  the  day  before  yes¬ 
terday  there  was  an  argument  over  the ' 
printing  afe  a  House  document  of  Fascism 
in  Actiop  The  cost  was  to  be  $1,680  for 
1,000  of  those  pamphlets  which  were  to 
be  prjhted.  Yesterday  the  gentleman 
from/Texas  [Mr.  Patman]  introduced 
Housre  Resolution  277,  dated  July  9,  to 
pri/t  100,000  of  these  documents  at 
public  expense. 

rSome  of  us  opposed  this  a  few  days 
fgo  on  the  ground  of  economy,  saying 
fit  would  run  into  a  lot  of  money  later — 
and  now  it  is  evident  that  it  is  going  to 
run  into  a  lot  of  money.  May  I  point 
out  that  under  the  House  resolution 
kwhich  has  been  introduced  no£  more 
lan  $500  can  be  spent.  A  House  resolu¬ 
tion  therefore  is  not  the  proper  way  to 
provide  for  this  printing.  It  must  be 
dorte  by  a  concurrent  resolution. 

(.  LeCOMPTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gfentleman  yield? 

Mr.\FULTON.  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  lV:OMPTE.  The  Committee  on 
House  Administration  does  not  have 
jurisdiction  over  the  printing  of  docu¬ 
ments  thatKcost  in  excess  of  $500.  It 
will  require  \  concurrent  resolution  to 
do  that. 

Mr.  FULTO&.  That  is  an  excellent 
statement  of  m\  objection. 

Mr.  RANKIN.\  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FULTON,  kyield. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  %  what  committee 
was  this  resolution  referred? 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  %o  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  What  Avas  the  cost? 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  Tha\l  do  not  know; 
we  have  not  got  the  estimates.  We  have 
just  got  the  resolution. 

Mr.  FULTON.  The  cost^pf  the  first 
1,000  was  something  in  excesk  of  $1,600. 
The  gentleman  from  Texas  now  asks  for 
printing  at  Government  expense  of 
100,000  copies  in  addition  to  ffoe  first 
thousand. 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  That  was  'taken 
care  of  in  the  resolution  we  passed  the 
other  day. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  FULTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  The  legislative  cour 
sel  prepared  that  resolution.  I  thought 
it  was  a  concurrent  resolution.  The 
L  House  resolution  will  be  changed  t <j  a 
concurrent  resolution. 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  It  will  have  ttf  be 
,  concurrent  resolution. 

Ir.  FULTON.  And  again  I  wift  op- 
poke  it  if  it  is  a  concurrent  resqfation, 
on\he  ground  of  economy. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKSi 

Mr\  GILLIE.  Mr.  Speaker/  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  extend  mf  remarks 
in  theytECORD  and  include  arj editorial, 
Let’s  Have  Tax  Reduction,  from  the  Fort 
Wayne  \jnd.)  Journal-Gazetjje  of  July  9, 
1947. 

The  SEfeAKER.  Is  there/objection  to 
the  requelj  of  the  gentlemgfti  from  Indi¬ 
ana? 

There  waV  no  objection* 

[The  matter  referred  t§  appears  in  the 
Appendix.] 

Mr.  SMATHERS  askpd  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  ljps  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  th\  Recced  and  include  an 
editorial. 


PERMISSION  TC 


DRESS  THE  HOUSE 


Mrs.  ROGERS  (^'Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unaimous  consent  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  House  f*\  minute  and  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  njy  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER,  k  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Massachusetts?/ 

There  was  n#  objectic 
CERTAIN  EMPLOYMENT  \PRACTICES  OF 
THE  ®XATE  DEPARTMENT 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  ydsterday  a  master  that  dis¬ 
tressed  me/ery  much  was  bkought  to  my 
attention  I  think  on  reliable  authority. 

It  was  staf  ed  that  the  State  Department 
was  dismissing  certain  of  its  ofjBcials  and 
putting  in  their  places  persons  who  are 
not  citi/ens  of  the  United  States.  I  am 
having/he  matter  investigated  dnd  run¬ 
ning  it  down.  I  am  bringing  it,  to  the 
attention  of  the  House  because  1  think 
it  advisable  that  they  learn  of  thes\  mat¬ 
ters/ 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUBE 

Ir.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker  I 
unanimous  consent  to  address  ihe 
ouse  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
end  my  remarks.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
/the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn-", 
syl  vania?  '  \ 

There,  was  no  objection. 

SUGAR  RATIONING  SHOULD  BE  ENDED 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
yesterday  I  called  the  attention  of  the 
membership  to  the  fact  that  the  Sugar 
Rationing  Act  as  passed  by  this  Congress 
early  this  year  is  not  being  carried  out 
according  to  the  intent  of  Congress. 

I  charge  this  morning,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  these  Government  employees  are 
actually  on  a  sit-down  strike.  They  do 
not  intend  to  do  anything  whatsoever  re¬ 
garding  hardship  cases  until  sugar  ra¬ 
tioning  has  expired. 

If  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  would  conduct  a  2-  or  3-day  inves¬ 
tigation,  as  permitted  under  the  Reor- 
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ganization  Act,  I  am  certain  the  result 
will  be  the  bringing  in  of  a  simple  reso¬ 
lution  ending  all  sugar  control  immedi¬ 
ately.  That  would  be  for  the  benefit  of 
the  country,  and  it  would  also  stop  the 
salaries  of  these  employees  who  are  doing 
nothing  whatsoever  toward  carrying  out 
the  intent  and  purposes  of  the  act  of 
Congress. 

1, '  ■  in  i  presidential  succession  Adfr 

Mr.  MICHENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  pur-; 
suant  to  the  order  of  the  House  agr eei 
to  July  8,  1947,  making  in  order  S.  56/ 
a  bill  to  provide  for  the  performance 
of  the  duties  of  the  office  of  President 
in  case  of  the  removal,  resignation, 
death,  or  inability  both  of  the  President 
arid  Vice  President,  and  providing , that 
there  shall  be  not  to  exceed  2  hoi£s  of 
general  debate,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  I  move  that  thef  House 
resolve  itself  into  the  Committed  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  t$e  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  S.  564. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,; 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  S.  56f,  the  Presi¬ 
dential  Succession  Act,  with  Mr.  Wol- 
verton  in  the  chair.  i 

The  Clerk  read  the  title?  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  MICHENER.  Mr/ Chairman,  the 
Constitution  places  upon  the  Congress 
the  duty  of  enacting  a  Presidential  suc¬ 
cession  law  to  determ|ne  who  is  to  ex¬ 
ecute  the  office  of  President  if  there  be 
no  qualified  President/ or  Vice  President. 

Shortly  after  the  adoption  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution,  and  in  £792,  the  Congress 
passed  the  first  Presidential  succession 
law,  and  this  enaqstment  remained  the 
law  of  the  land  until  1886 — almost  100 
years.  In  that  1/jtw.  the  President  pro 
tempore  of  the  Senate,  next  the  Speak¬ 
er  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  next 
the  Members  of/the  Cabinet  in  the  or¬ 
der  in  which  thp  Departments  were  cre¬ 
ated,  served  as  President  if  there  was 
no  qualified  President  or  Vice  President. 

In  1886  this  law  was  repealed  and  the 
law  which  is  now  on  the  statute  books 
was  enacted.  The  present  law  provides 
that  in  case?there  is  no  qualified  Presi¬ 
dent  or  Vice’  President,  the  Secretary  of 
State  shall  become  Acting  President,  and 
the  other  members  of  the  Cabinet  follow 
in  the  same  order  as  provided  in  the  law 
of  1792.  . 

The  law  of  1792  was  the  result  of  the 
recommendation  of  a  special  committee 
appointed  by  the  Congress  to  explore  the 
matter  of  Presidential  succession.  Read¬ 
ing  of/the  annals  and  other  records  of 
the  Congress  of  that  day  indicates  that 
there  ^ere  some  political  considetations 
involved.  Thomas  Jefferson  was  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State,  Alexander  Hamilton,  was 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  After  much 
consideration  and  discussion  the  Con¬ 
gress  passed  the  law  of  1792.  It  is  note¬ 
worthy  that  in  the  line  of  succession  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate 
came  first,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  came  second,  and  the 
Cabinet  followed  in  order.  Be  it  re- 


lembered  that  many  of  the  Members 
the  Congress  in  1792  were  also  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Constitutional  Convention, 
lich  framed  the  Constitution.  They 
certainly  had  knowledge  as  to  what  they 
intended  concerning  this  succession 
when '^hey  wrote  the  Constitution.  In 
these  dircumstances,  the  fact  that  the 
Congres\  of  1792  considered  the  Presi¬ 
dent  proYempore  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  o\the  House  of  Representatives 
as  cfficersXeligible  to  serve  as  Presi¬ 
dent  under  the  Constitution  should  have 
great  weight  In  arriving  at  what  limita¬ 
tions  the  Constitution  has  placed  upon 
the  officers  who  might  be  considered 
by  the  Congress\n  determining  the  line 
of  succession. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  32  Presidents  of 
the  United  States,  Xhave  died  in  office. 
No  elected  Vice  President  has  ever  died 
while  acting  as  President.  Regardless 
of  what  the  law  has  b\en,  the  occasion 
has  never  arisen  when  anyone  excepting 
the  elected  President  or  tfre  elected  Vice 
President  has  served  as  President. 

When  the  President  and  the  Vice  Pres¬ 
ident  are  both  living,  the  country  never 
expresses  any  concern  about  \he  line  of 
Presidential  succession;  however,  when¬ 
ever  a  President  or  Vice  President  dies 
while  serving  in  the  office  to  whicfkhe  was 
elected,  immediately  there  is  a  \evival 
of  interest  in  a  more  adequate  law^tak- 
ing  care  of  the  succession. 

This  bill,  S.  564,  makes  two  subst 
tial  changes  in  existing  law.  First.^jt 
places  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rei 
resentatives  next  to  the  Vice  President 
in  the  line  of  succession,  and  he  is  fol¬ 
lowed  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
the  Senate.  Next  the  Cabinet  officers 
follow  in  order  as  now  provided;  he 
ever,  the  present  law  was  enacted  in 
1886,  and  since  that  time  two  Cabinet 
offices  have  been  created;  that  is,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce.  Therefore,  these  tsfo  addi¬ 
tional  members  of  the  President’s  Cabi¬ 
net  are  given  place  in  the  Mo  of  suc¬ 
cession,  the  same  as  other  Cabinet  offi¬ 
cers. 

There  are  a  number  ol/ clarifications 
that  might  well  be  made  while  writing 
a  new  law  controlling/this  important 
matter.  For  instance,  A  is  uncertain  as 
to  just  what  amounts  to  disability  on 
the  part  of  an  incumbent  President  or 
acting  President.  This  is  not  a  new 
question  but  is  a  yery  difficult  question 
to  solve.  For  example,  President  Gar¬ 
field  was  disabled  for  several  months 
before  he  died,  and  the  question  arose  as 
to  how  disability  to  act  as  President  was 
to  be  determined.  The  same  question 
was  again  asked  when  President  Wilson 
was  physically  stricken.  This  is  a  diffi¬ 
cult  problem  and  it  is  admitted  by  all 
that  no  one  has  a  satisfactory  answer 
at  the  moment;  therefore,  this  bill  does 
not  dea/  with  that  contingency.  There 
are  a  number  of  resolutions  now  pending 
in  the  House  and  in  the  Senate  provid¬ 
ing  jjdr  joint  committees  or  commissions 
to  study  all  of  these  details  and  in  due 
season  recommend  if  possible  some  salu¬ 
tary  solution.  This  will  take  time  and 
there  is  no  possibility  of  any  remedial 
legislation  in  this  particular  within  the 
immediate  future. 


The  pending  bill,  S.  564,  has  its  genes 
in  a  mesasge  by  President  Truman  st 
mitted  to  the  Seventy-ninth  Congress 
on  June  19,  1945.  The  recommendation 
made  by  the  President  in  that  message 
found  expression  in  H.  R.  3587, /which 
passed  the  House  in  the  Consfress  in 
which  it  was  introduced.  That  jpill,  how¬ 
ever,  was  never  acted  upo/  by  the 
Senate. 

On  February  5, 1947,  the  Pyfesident  sent 
a  message  to  the  EightiethAlongress  re¬ 
affirming  his  message  of  /une  19,  1945, 
and  insisting  on  immediate  action  by 
the  Congress.  As  a  re/ilt  a  number  of 
bills  were  introduced  providing  changes 
in  the  Presidential  secession  law.  No 
two  bills  were  exactly  alike.  Numerous 
plans  and  theories An  ere  suggested.  In 
the  House  these  Mils  were  all  referred 
to  Subcommittee/^.  1  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee  for  consideration.  This  sub¬ 
committee  helcUliea  rings  on  these  pend¬ 
ing  bills  and  afave  particular  considera¬ 
tion  to  H.  R.  3524,  introduced  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  frorr/1 Tennessee  [Mr.  KefauverI, 
and  H.  R./5749,  introduced  by  me,  as 
chairman/  These  bills  were  similar  and 
each  attjftnpted  to  carry  out  the  sug- 
gestionafof  the  President  as  stated  in 
his  me/sage.  After  some  days  of  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  subcommittee,  hear- 
ings/vere  temporarily  suspended  and  as 
chafrman  I  addressed  a  letter  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  asking  for 
views  and  the  views  of  his  legal  ad- 
Isers  as  to  the  Constitutionality  of  the 
lefauver  bill  and  the  Michener  bill, 
which  in  fact  are  the  same  as  S.  564. 

In  response  to  this  letter  of  inquiry 
the  President  courteously  advised  that 
the  attorney  general  would  give  consid¬ 
eration  to  these  bills  and  report  to  the 
Judiciary  Committee.  Pursuant  to  this 
correspondence,  the  attorney  general  of 
the  United  States  on  June  11,  1947,  ad¬ 
dressed  a  letter  to  the  Chairman  of  the 
Judiciary  Committee  which  analyzed  the 
several  bills  on  Presidential  succession 
then  pending  before  the  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  letter  of  the  at¬ 
torney  general  succinctly  covers  this 
whole  problem.  The  attorney  general 
has  the  research  facilities  and  the  law¬ 
yers,  and  is  in  a  position  to  furnish  to 
the  Congress  a  factual  statement,  plus 
the  benefit  of  his  legal  conclusions,  as  to 
the  intent  and  meaning  of  doubtful 
words,  phrases,  and  expressions  used  in 
the  Constitution  and  in  the  statutes.  "* 

In  the  Senate  this  bill  was  debated  for 
a  large  part  of  2  day$.  No  such  time  is 
available  in  the  House;  therefore,  I  am 
going  to  read  the  pertinent  parts  of  the 
attorney  general’s  opinion.  In  this  opin¬ 
ion  no  words  are  wasted.  Facts  and  legal 
conclusions  only  are  stated  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  reporting  this  bill  concurs  in  the 
conclusions  reached  by  the  Attorney 
General. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Attorney,General’s 
letter  reads  as  follows: 

Office  of  the  Attorney  General, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  June  11,  1947. 
Hon.  Earl  C.  Michener, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
House  of  Representatives,  Washington, 
D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  response 
to  your  request  for  my  views  concerning  a 
group  of  related  measures  (H.  R.  163,  H.  R. 
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\15,  1947,  the  controls  in  effect  will  be  those 
provided  by  the  bill  as  agreed  to  in  cony 
erence.  / 

.Section  4  of  the  Senate  amendment  prof- 
p^sed  to  amend  the  so-called  “Export  Control 
Apt,”  section  6  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1940,  fco 
as  to  terminate  on  June  30,  1948,  the  author¬ 
ity  \to  prohibit  or  curtail  the  exportatiorj’  of 
any\  articles,  technical  data,  materials/  or 
lies.  The  House  bill  did  not  coi^ain 
such\a  provision.  The  bill  agreed  to  in/;on- 
fce  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  \except  that  the  authority  will  termi¬ 
nate  qp  February  29,  1948.  / 

Section  5  of  the  bill  as  agreed  to  jjh  con- 
arovides  that  the  functions  exercised 
under  fitle  III  of  the  Second  War/  Powers 
Act,  anq  the  functions  under  thtf  Export 
Control  Act,  shall  be  excluded  from  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  Vhe  Administrative  Procedure  Act, 
except  as 'to  the  requirements  of  lections  3 
(relating  Ap  public  information)  Mid  10  (re¬ 
lating  to  judicial  review).  This  provision  is 
the  same  texcept  for  a  clarifying  change) 
as  the  Senate  amendment.  The/ House  bill, 
in  the  amendment  to  section  A  501  of  the 
Second  War  Powers  Act,  contained  a  similar 
felation  to  title  III  ti  the  Second 
pt  except  that  tne  House  pro- 
ref  er  to  sectjpn  10  of  the 
Procedure  Ad 
9,  inclusive/of  the  bill  as 
ference  are  tee  same  (except 
^.nges)  as  s| 
ament.  Tt 
Sovisions. 
bill  as 
le  Secra 


provision  in  : 

War  Powers 
vision  did  nc 
Administrative 
Sections  6  t^ 
agreed  to  in  cor 
for  clarifying  cl 
the  Senate  amer 
no  comparable 
Section  6  of  th| 
ference  empowers  1 


retary  is  further  aut: 
direction  of  the  Presi 
approve  any  action 
gated  authority,  an 
rules  and  regulation 
enable  him  to  perfo: 
and  duties  impose* 
section  6.  This  sec 


ctions  6  to  9  of 
House  bill  had 

Agreed  to  in  con¬ 
trary  of  Commerce, 
subject  to  the  direction  oj  the  President,  to 
establish  policies  add  programs  and  to  exer¬ 
cise  over-all  control  ^vith  respect  to  the  func¬ 
tions.  powers,  and  «uti/s  delegated  by  the 
President  under  title'.  Ilf  of  the  Second  War 
Powers  Act,  as  amende/,  and  under  the  Ex¬ 
port  Control  Act,  as  Amended,  and  the  Sec- 
irized,  subject  to  the 
t,  to  approve  or  dis- 
n  under  such  dele- 
y  promulgate  such 
ay  be  necessary  to 
functions,  powers, 
upofc  him  by  the  new 
on  alap  requires  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  make  a  q/arterly  report  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident  and  to  Congjess  of  hil  operations  under 
the  authority  conferred  updc  him  by  this  sec¬ 
tion.  Each  such  jeport  is  required  to  contain 
a  recommendation  by  him  al  to  whether  the 
controls  exercised  under  title,  III  of  the  Sec¬ 
ond  War  Power/  Act  and  theijExport  Control 
Act  should  or  ihould  not  be  continued,  to¬ 
gether  with  tie  current  facts  and  reasons 
therefor.  Each  such  report  islalso  required 
to  contain  detailed  inf ormatioit  with  respect 
to  licensing  j/ocedures  under  sijfch  acts,  allo¬ 
cations  and  priorities  under  thejSecond  War 
Powers  Act  ind  the  allocation  or.  nonalloca¬ 
tion  to  countries  of  materials  anti  commod¬ 
ities  (together  with  the  reasons*  therefor) 
under  the  Export  Control  Act.  * 

Section  f  permits  the  reemployment  of  per¬ 
sonnel  enfeaged  during  June  or  July  1947  in 
the  performance  of  duties  related  to  the  func¬ 
tions  and  powers  extended  by  the'*  bill,  in 
order  tof maintain  continuity  in  employment 
of  approximately  225  experienced  personnel, 
withorn  which  the  administration  of  these 
functi/ns  would  be  jeopardized.  Sucjh  au¬ 
thority  to  reemploy  personnel  is  necessary 
because  under  existing  law  personnel  having 
a  wa/  service  or  temporary  status  may  not  be 
read/ly  reemployed  after  their  services  have 
terminated  because  of  the  requirement 
of  /xisting  law  that  personnel  with  a  per- 
lent  status  must  be  given  priority. 
Section  8  authorizes  an  appropriation,  out 
1 any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
bpropriated,  of  such  sums  as  may  be  neces- 
bry  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  act. 


Section  9  provides  that  the  act  shall  take 
^effect  on  July  16,  1947. 

The  bill  as  agreed  to  in  conference  adopts 
re  Senate  amendment  to  the  title  of  the  bill. 
Earl  C.  Michener, 

Raymond  S.  Springer, 

Fadjo  Cravens, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Hqfuse. 
EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS  ' 

Mr.  VtlCHENER  asked  and  w/s  given  i 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  the  re¬ 
marks  hV  made  in  the  Committee  of  the  I 
Whole  toHay  and  include  the/ein  letters 
from  the  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  of  Mofttana  asked 
and  was  gitren  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  in  t\e  Appendix/)f  the  Record 
and  include  afi  editorial  /rom  the  Great 
Falls  Tribune  if le(J/  Fifty  States — 

Why  Not?” 

Mr.  DEANE  a^ked  %fid  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extenll  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  inclualg/an  address  by  Ad¬ 
miral  Nimitz. 

Mr.  SABATH 
permission  to  ext; 
different  subjec 
certain  articles 

Mr.  MORG/fiM  asked\and  was  given 
permission  taurextend  hisVemarks  in  the 
Appendix  of/the  Record  ^d  include  an 
editorial  from  the  Times-Herald. 

Mr.  HAQEN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  tqfextend  his  remargin  the  Ap¬ 
pendix  omhe  Record  and  incline  an  edi¬ 
torial  fr/m  the  Washington  Stkr. 

Mr.  Leonard  W.  HaLL  asked  and 
was  gifren  permission  to  extend'd!’  re- 
marl d,  in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record 
andmclude  a  program  of  the  obsei\ance 
of  Independence  Day  at  Freeport,  long 
Isl/nd. 

Ir.  JAVITS  asked  .  id  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  ’emarks  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix  of  the  Record  and  include  ah 
^editorial. 


d  and  was  given 
d  ^is  remarks  on  two 
anA  include  therein 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  for  the  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4075)  to  regulate 
commerce  among  the  several  States, 
with  the  Territories  and  posses.'  ons  of 
the  United  States,  and  with  foreign 
countries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of  con¬ 
sumers  of  sugars  and  of  those  engaged 
in  the  domestic  sugar-pr  iucing  indus¬ 
try;  to  promote  the  export  trade  of  the 
United  States;  and  for  other  purposes. 
The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  4C75,  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  with  Mr.  Cunningham 
in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  dtle  of  the  bill. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday,  July  9,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  had  33 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Flannagan],  50. 
The  gentleman  from  Virginia  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
;  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
|  from  Virginia  is  recognized. 

I 


Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
seems  that  I  am  to  be  the  only  speaker 
in  opposition  to  this  piece  of  legislation. 
Yes,  it  looks  like  I  am  destined  to  play 
the  part  of  the  lone  wolf.  I  feel,  I  im¬ 
agine,  somewhat  like  the  last  rose  of  sum¬ 
mer  left  standing  alone;  all  my  courage¬ 
ous  companions  have  faded  and  gone. 

I  make  this  fight  under  no  delusion.  I 
know  that  it  is  a  must  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion,  that  the  green  light  has  been  given, 
and  that  the  orders  of  the  day  are  full 
steam  and  straight  ahead.  Being  the 
only  one  on  the  track  ahead  I  know  I 
am  going  to  be  run  over  roughshod.  But 
after  I  get  up  and  bind  up  my  wounds, 

I  assure  you,  there  will  be  no  hard  feel¬ 
ings.  I  can  still  take  defeat  with  a 
smile. 

Probably  there  are  those  who  will  ques¬ 
tion  my  wisdom  in  making  this  fight.  I 
only  hope  they  will  be  charitable  enough 
not  to  question  my  sincerity.  I  have  my 
reasons  for  making  this  fight  and  to  me 
they  are  all-sufficient,  all-compelling,  I 
may  say.  In  the  first  place,  although 
unpleasant,  I  believe  it  is  my  public  duty; 
then,  too,  I  have  to  live  with  myself.  I 
find  that  if  I  do  not  keep  my  conscience 
reasonably  clear,  John  Flannagan  is  a 
most  disagreeable,  a  most  unpleasant 
fellow,  to  travel  around  with. 

Oh,  I  heard  it  whispered  around  yester¬ 
day  when  it  became  apparent  that  the 
only  opposition  to  the  bill  would  come 
from  me  that  my  temperamental  Irish 
blood  was  the  reason  I  was  playing  the 
role  of  the  lone  wolf;  that  the  Irish  for 
some  unaccountable  reason,  have  a  weak¬ 
ness  for  rushing  in  where  angels  fear  to 
tread.  In  answer,  let  me  say  the  whole 
glorious  history  of  the  Irish  people  re¬ 
veals  that,  under  fire,  they  have  never 
learned  how  to  blow  the  bugle  of  retreat. 

But,  my  colleagues,  I  believe  a  day  of 
reckoning  will  surely  come  and  that  there 
will  be  those  who,  looking  back  on  this 
day,  will  hang  their  heads  in  shame  at 
following  the  leadership  of  Robert 
Shields,  alias  General  Solicitor  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  alias  head 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
alias  head  of  the  Production  and  Market¬ 
ing  Administration,  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  now  the  bell-weather  of 
this  saccharine  blitz  to  legislatively  fleece 
the  American  consumers  of  untold  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  in  order  to  further  enrich 
the  coffers  of  the  Sugar  Trust. 

My  colleagues,  before  I  discuss  this 
legislation  I  want  to  remind  you  of  a 
little  bit  of  the  past  history  of  sugar 
legislation.  It  is  a  most  difficult  and 
complex  piece  of  legislation  to  deal  with 
under  any  circumstances.  I  remember| 
the  original  sugar  fight  in  1934  when] 
the  Sugar  Act  was  first  enacted.  I  re¬ 
member  that  we  labored  months  upon 
months  trying  to  bring  into  agreement 
the  divergent  interests  in  the  sugar  in¬ 
dustry  from  the  producer  all  the  way  to 
the  refiner  and  the  off-shore  people.  I 
remember  going  through  the  same  fight 
in  1937.  Why,  some  of  the  sugar  in¬ 
terests  were  going  one  way  and  some] 
another.  They  were  like  ducks;  some! 
going  east,  some  going  west,  and  some] 
going  over  the  cuckoo’s  nest.  You  could 
not  get  them  together.  We  labored  day  . 
in  and  day  out  trying  to  bring  in  legis-  i 
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lation  that  would  give  fair  and  equitable 
treatment  to  every  segment  of  the  in¬ 
dustry.  And  I  think  we  succeeded.  But 
a  great  change  has  taken  place;  a  mira¬ 
cle,  so  to  speak. 

Last  year  I  remember  that  while  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  I  was  waited  upon  by  a  delegation 
who  represented  themselves  as  being  beet 
growers  from  the  West.  They  presented 
me  with  a  sugar  bill  just  about  this  time 
of  the  year,  just  on  the  eve  of  adjourn¬ 
ment,  and  told  me  that  all  segments  of 
the  industry,  from  the  grower  to  the  re¬ 
finer,  were  in  agreement.  Well,  I  could 
hardly  believe  my  ears,  and  I  got  to  in¬ 
quiring  into  the  matter.  I  wanted  to 
know  who  was  in  agreement,  and  they 
named  practically  every  segment  of  the 
industry.  I  said,  “Now,  I  have  been 
through  two  sugar  fights.  I  know  what 
it  means.  It  means  months  of  hard 
labor.”  “Oh,”  they  said,  “we  are  all  to¬ 
gether.”  “Well,”  I  said,  “does  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  know  about  it?” 
I  never  had  been  advised  that  they  were 
working  on  it.  They  said,  “Yes,  they 
do.”  I  said,  “Well,  come  around  tomor¬ 
row  morning  and  I  will  give  you  an  an¬ 
swer  as  to  what  I  will  do.” 

I  phoned  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  they  sent  up  one  Earl  Wilson, 
head  of  the  Sugar  Branch.  I  asked  Mr. 
Wilson  if  he  knew  about  the  bill,  and  he 
said  he  did.  And  I  asked  him,  “Is  it  all 
right?”  “Well,”  he  said,  “with  a  few 
minor  changes  I  think  it  is  all  right.” 
But  then  he  added,  “Mr.  Flannagan,  I 
do  not  know  whether  I  am  in  position 
to  advise  with  you.  You  know,  I  am 
going  with  one  of  the  big  sugar  com¬ 
panies  in  a  very  short  while.”  And  I 
will  tell  you  exactly  what  I  said  to  him; 
I  said,  “Hell,  no;  you  are  not  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  advise  me;  that  no  man  can  serve 
two  masters.” 

Now,  my  friends,  they  are  all  in  agree¬ 
ment,  they  say,  today.  What  brought 
them  into  agreement?  What  brought 
these  divergent  interests,  these  conflict¬ 
ing  interests,  into  agreement  so  they 
stand  here  today  in  a  solid  phalanx 
fighting  for  this  bill? 

Let  us  just  look  into  it  a  little  bit.  Who 
is  this  man  Earl  Wilson?  He  was  at  one 
time  head  of  the  Sugar  Branch  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  before 
that  he  was  connected  with  the  Sugar 
Branch  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration.  Who  is  he?  What  is  his  back¬ 
ground?  When  he  went  into  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  he  was  vice 
president  of  the  National  Sugar  Refin¬ 
ing  Co.,  drawing  a  salary  of  $25,000  per 
year.  He  was  down  there  representing 
your  Government  and  my  Government, 
and  taking  your  Government’s  money 
and  my  Government’s  money  plus  his 
$25,000.  That  is  a  serious  charge,  and  I 
defy  any  man  on  this  floor  to  deny  it. 

Then  what  happened?  Certain  in¬ 
terests  wanted  him  over  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  head  up  the  Sugar 
Branch,  and  he  was  there  when  I  called 
for  information  on  the  bill  last  year.  Mr, 
Wilson  had  gotten  over  there.  Mr.  Ells¬ 
worth  Bunker,  president  of  the  National 
Sugar  Refining  Co.,  camped  on  the  door¬ 
step  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
for  a  considerable  period  of  time  before 


he  got  him  in  as  head  of  the  Sugar 
Branch. 

Now,  when  Secretary  Anderson  was 
considering  Wilson’s  appointment,  it 
leaked  out  that  he  was  drawing  his 
$25,000  plus  his  Government  salary. 
Secretary  Anderson  said,  “Let  us  get  this 
cleared  up.  Can  a  man  do  that?” 

Can  he?  There  is  a  provision  in  the 
Sugar  Act  prohibiting  it,  and  section  66 
of  the  United  States  Code  reads: 

No  Government  official  or  employee  shall 
receive  any  salary  in  connection  with  his 
services  as  such  an  officer  or  employee  from 
any  source  other  than  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  except  as  may  be  con¬ 
tributed  out  of  the  treasury  of  any  State, 
county,  or  municipality.  No  person,  asso¬ 
ciation,  or  corporation  shall  make  any  con¬ 
tribution  *  *  *  to  supplement  his 

salary — 

And  so  forth.  It  looks  as  if  the  pow¬ 
ers  that  be  were  determined  to  put  Mr. 
Wilson  in  as  head  of  the  sugar  branch 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
Naturally  Secretary  Anderson  wanted 
the  salary  matter  cleared  and  asked 
for  an  opinion  from  his  legal  counsel. 
This  man  Shields,  who  is  spearheading 
this  legislation,  at  that  time  was  General 
Solicitor  of  the  Department.  My  infor¬ 
mation  is  he  referred  the  question  to 
two  of  his  assistants,  and  got  an  opinion 
from  one  of  them  winking  at  the  law 
and  giving  him  a  green  signal,  but  the 
other  attorney  wrote  a  rip-roaring 
opinion  holding  that  Wilson  could  not 
draw  his  salary  from  the  Government 
and  the  $25,000  salary  from  the  com¬ 
pany.  My  information  further  is  that 
Mr.  Shields  was  so  anxious  for  Wilson 
to  draw  both  salaries  that  he  took  the 
matter  to  the  Department  of  Justice  with 
the  hope  that  the  Justice  Department 
would  decide  with  him.  What  did  the 
Department  of  Justice  say?  They  said, 
“Oh,  no,  a  man  cannot  serve  two  masters. 
The  statute  reads  him  out.”  Then  it 
was  that  Mr.  Wilson  graciously  relin¬ 
quished,  so  he  said,  his  $25,000  salary 
and  took  charge  of  the  sugar  branch  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  at  the 
paltry  Government  salary,  I  think  of 
$8,000  or  $9,000  per  year. 

Where  is  Mr.  Wilson  today?  After 
serving  in  the  Department  until  the  lat¬ 
ter  part  of  1946,  Mr.  Wilson  stepped  out 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as 
head  of  the  Sugar  Branch,  and  today  I 
am  told  he  is  drawing  $50,000  per  year 
as  an  official  of  the  California-Hawaiian 
Sugar  Refining  Co. 

Mr.  Wilson  has  been  in  Washington 
also  spearheading  this  legislation. 

Let  us  go  a  little  further.  Some  other 
things  have  been  happening  down  there. 
Gentlemen,  when  you  tackle  the  sugar 
trust  you  have  taken  en  a  man-sized 
job— do  not  forget  that.  During  the  war 
in  order  to  speed  up  production,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  entered 
into  a  contract  with  sugar-beet  proc¬ 
essors  covering  the  1943  crop  whereby 
the  beet  growers  were  given  a  support 
price.  Later  on  these  processors  claimed 
that  they  had  suffered  a  damage  of  $15,- 
000,000  and  filed  claim  for  that  amount. 

What  happened  to  that  claim?  One* 
Dennis  O’Rooke  in  the  Solicitor’s  office  : 
wrote  an  opinion  upholding  it.  I  will] 


take  up  Dennis  O’Rooke  a  little  later. 
There  was  a  good  deal  of  doubt  about 
that  claim  and  finally  it  was  submitted 
to  Jimmy  Byrnes,  Economic  Stabilizer, 
and  he  turned  it  down.  Then  what  hap¬ 
pened?  In  the  meantime  things  had 
been  changing  down  there.  This  man 
Robert  Shields  was  head  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  and  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Board.  A  man  by  the  name 
of  H.  B.  Boyd  was  director  of  prices  in 
PMA  and  a  member  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  Board.  I  think  Mr. 
Shields  at  this  time  was  head  of  Produc¬ 
tion  and  Marketing.  But  in  any  event, 
when  that  claim  came  up  again  for  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  Board,  I  understand  that  the 
votes  pf  Robert  Shields  and  H.  B.  Boyd 
turned  the  tide,  and  an  award  was  made 
and  paid  to  the  sugar  trust  of  $1,500,000. 

Then,  what  happened  to  Mr.  Shields? 
Remember  they  had  gotten  Earl  Wilson 
in  as  head  of  the  sugar  branch.  It  looks 
like  the  sugar  boys  were  setting  pretty. 
Then,  I  ask,  what  happened  to  Mr. 
Shields,  who  had  been  General  Solicitor, 
head  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  and  head  of  the  Production  and 
Marketing  Administration?  He  was  just 
about  running  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  those  familiar  with  the 
workings  of  the  Department  know  that 
that  is  true. 

Then,  what  happened?  This  man 
Shields  who  wrote  this  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  who  is  here  spearheading  it 
through — I  do  not  know  whether  he  is 
in  the  gallery  today  or  not,  but  I  saw 
him  in  the  press  gallery  when  this  bill 
was  called  up  on  yesterday.  I  hope  he 
is  here  today,  because  he  is  going  to  get 
his  ears  full  before  this  thing  is  over. 
What  happened  to  him?  He  resigned 
last  year,  severed  his  connection  with 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  although 
he  held  the  highest  position  down  there, 
and  he  went  with  the  United  States  Beet 
Sugar  Association  at  a  reputed  salary  of 
$40,000  per  year.  And  he  took  along  with 
him  this  man  H.  B.  Boyd,  who  had  been 
a  member  of  the  Board  that  passed  upon 
the  claim,  and  who  was  in  charge  of 
prices  in  the  Department,  he  took  him 
along  with  him  to  the  sugar  trust  at  a 
salary  of  $18,000  a  year.  You  ask  about 
O’Rooke:  Why  he  was  also  taken  care 
of  by  one  of  the  sugar  companies. 

Now,  I  hope  you  understand  why  I 
cannot  support  this  legislation.  I  do  not 
like  the  daddies  of  this  legislation.  I  am 
here  to  tell  you  that,  in  my  opinion,  no 
member  of  the  Agricultural  Committee 
assisted  in  preparing  this  bill,  and  I  am 
afraid  very  few,  if  any,  of  the  Members 
of  this  body  really  are  acquainted  with 
the  provisions  of  this  legislation. 

Oh,  let  us  see  what  has  been  going  on 
all  of  this  time.  These  boys  have  not 
been  asleep.  Oh,  no. 

Oh,  no.  They  had  not  been  asleep. 
They  had  been  rendering  very  good  serv¬ 
ice,  efficient  service,  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  Sugar  Trust. 

Mr.  Chairman,  very  few  realize  what 
an  increase  of  a  cent  or  a  half  a  cent  a*" 
pound  in  the  price  of  sugar  means. 
When  we  deal  in  sugar  we  deal  in  tons — 
millions  of  tons— about  7,000,000  tons  last 
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year.  An  increase  of  half  a  cent  a  pound 
in  the  price  of  sugar  means  $10  a  ton, 
$70,000,000  a  year  to  the  American  con¬ 
sumer. 

But  they  did  not  stop  there.  Do  you 
know,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  sugar  prices 
in  the  last  year  have  gone  up  over  2  cents 
a  pound,  $40  a  ton?  That  is  what  has 
happened.  I  never  heard  of  the  refiners, 

1  never  heard  of  the  beet  growers  or  the 
cane  growers  complaining  about  their  lot 
prior  to  the  increase  in  sugar  prices.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  the  processors  have 
made  more  money  here  of  late  than  they 
ever  made  before;  and  the  cane  people 
and  the  beet  people  have  been  getting  a 
fair  price  and  a  guaranteed  price.  In 
spite  of  all  that,  however,  prices  went  up 

2  cents  a  pound,  which  fleeced  the  Amer¬ 
ican  consumers  out  of  around  $275,- 
000,000  to  $300,000,000  to  go  down  into 
the  jeans  of  the  Sugar  Trust  boys. 

The  object  of  this  bill  is  to  peg  the  price 
of  sugar  at  around  8  cents  a  pound  so 
they  can  continue  to  make  the  American 
housewife  and  the  American  consumer 
pay  tribute  to  the  tune  of  $300,000,000  per 
year  to  the  Sugar  Trust.  That  is  what 
it  means.  Are  you  going  to  vote  for  that? 

Now,  no  one  will  deny  that  the  main 
object  of  this  legislation  is  to  increase 
sugar  prices. 

But  I  must  get  on.  There  is  a  lot  more 
I  have  not  time  to  divulge,  but  let  me  get 
to  the  bill.  Before  I  discuss  this  bill, 
though,  let  me  ask  this  question:  Why 
the  rush?  Why?  I  did  not  know  anyone 
was  considering  sugar  legislation  until 
the  day  before  the  hearings  began  on 
June  21. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Virginia  has  consumed  30  minutes. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  10  additional  minutes. 

Whether  anyone  else  knew  about  it  I 
do  not  know.  I  had  not  been  advised. 
When  I  got  to  the  committee  room  I 
found  a  mimeographed  copy  of  the  bill — 
and  I  know  where  that  mimeographed 
copy  came  from.  Then  during  the  hear¬ 
ings  that  morning  we  got  a  committee 
print.  No  one  had  had  an  opportunity 
to  familiarize  himself  with  the  provisions 
of  the  bill;  consequently,  no  one  was  in 
position  to  intelligently  examine  the 
witnesses. 

Then  a  most  remarkable  thing  hap¬ 
pened.  Oh,  so  many  things  have  hap¬ 
pened  in  connection  with  this  sugar  leg¬ 
islation  that  I  can  hardly  believe  my  eyes. 
A  remarkable  thing  happened.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  appeared  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  legislation.  Yes;  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  was  the  first  witness 
in  support  of  this  legislation.  Now,  lis¬ 
ten  while  I  read  his  opening  statement. 
He  came  to  the  committee  to  endorse 
this  piece  of  legislation,  urging  on  us  its 
passage,  yet  he  prefaced  his  testimony 
by  telling  the  committee: 

I  admit  frankly  I  do  not  know  too  much 
about  the  provisions  of  this  committee  print 
or  suggested  bill. 

Well,  if  he  did  not  know  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  committee  print  and 
the  suggested  bill  why  did  he  not  fa¬ 
miliarize  himself  with  them  before  he 
came  to  the  committee  to  advise  us? 
Why,  I  ask? 


Then,  what  else?  Mr.  Frank  A.  Kemp 
was  the  next  witness.  Who  is  this  Mr. 
Kemp?  He  is  chairman  of  the  executive 
committee  of  the  American  Sugar  Beet 
Institute  Policy  Committee.  He  made  a 
most  remarkable  statement.  This  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Sugar  Trust  made  the 
statement  he  was  representing  all  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  industry,  from  the  producer 
on  up  to  the  refiners.  He  prefaced  his 
testimony  by  the  statement: 

You  will  undertstand  the  deep  sense  of 
responsibility  which  I  feel  because  at  their 
request  I  appear  as  a  single  witness  on  the 
bill  before  you  on  behalf  of  all  five  of  the 
great  sugar-producing  and  refining  groups. 

Those  groups  included  producers  and 
refiners. 

That  does  not  square  with  the  fights 
we  had  in  1934  and  1937.  Something 
happened  to  bring  them  all  together,  and 
it  is  in  the  bill. 

The  next  witness  was  a  poor  fellow  who 
flew  all  the  way  from  Puerto  Rico  to  get 
here.  He  is  President  of  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  in  Puerto  Rico,  a  Mr.  Pedro 
Nido,  who  stated  to  the  committee  that 
he  did  not  know  anything  about  the  legis¬ 
lation  until  the  evening  before,  at  which 
time  he  caught  a  plane  to  come  here  and 
look  into  it.  He  got  here  a  short  while 
before  the  committee  started  its  hear¬ 
ings. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  strange  part  is  that 
not  a  single  person  representing  the 
great  American  consuming  public  ap¬ 
peared.  The  public  has  been  left  out  in 
the  cold.  Not  a  single  representative  of 
the  industrial  users  of  sugar  in  America 
appeared.  This  felloto  Kemp  repre¬ 
sented  everybody.  But  I  want  to  tell  you 
that  he  did  not  represent  me.  And  I 
do  not  believe  he  represented  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  Congress,  because  I  know 
the  Members  of  this  Congress  want  to 
do  the  fair  and  the  upright  thing.  Now, 
you  wonder  why  they  all  got  together  on 
this  bill.  Let  us  look  into  it.  The  bill 
gives  you  the  answer. 

Before  I  get  into  that,  let  me  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  the  section  in  the 
present  Sugar  Act  that  gives  the  Secre¬ 
tary  power  to  fix  a  fair  price  for  the  beets 
the  producers  grow,  and  a  fair  wage  for 
the  men  that  produced  the  beets,  has 
been  deleted. 

Now,  I  understood  yesterday  that  they 
are  going  to  offer  an  amendment  that 
is  pretty  wordy  and  lengthy,  but  impor¬ 
tant.  The  amendment  was  prepared  by 
Robert  Shields. 

I  had  a  mimeographed  copy  before  it 
was  sent  over  to  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  The  amendment  leaves  out 
the  beet  area  entirely.  It  takes  away 
from  the  Secretary  the  power  to  establish 
a  fair  price  for  beets  and  a  fair  wage  for 
those  who  produce  the  beets.  It  applies 
in  a  limited  way  to  the  cane  growers. 
Well,  my  goodness,  everyone  knows  that 
the  processors  have  a  monopoly  on  the 
cane  business,  so  it  is  meaningless  even 
if  it  is  adopted. 

Now,  let  us  get  down  here  to  the  guts 
of  this  bill.  My  friends,  I  want  to  call 
your  attention,  in  the  beginning,  to  the 
fact  that  this  sugar  legislation  is  the  most 
vicious  piece  of  price-fixing  ever  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  The  bill  was  seemingly  prepared 


by  someone  who  believes  in  the  totali¬ 
tarian  system  of  government.  It  vests 
in  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  powers 
that  Joe  Stalin  himself  would  be  glad  to 
obtain.  It  makes  him  an  absolute  czar. 
But,  in  that  price-fixing  he  has  got  to  do 
one  thing,  that  is,  protect  this  sugar  price 
structure  that  they  have  built  up  here 
within  the  last  year. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  further  time  as  I  may 
desire. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  it  is  the  most 
vicious  piece  of  legislation  on  price-fix¬ 
ing  ever  conceived  by  man.  These  fel¬ 
lows  that  used  to  be  in  the  OPA  are  pikers 
when  it  comes  to  price-fixing.  Leave  it 
to  the  Sugar  Trust.  How?  It  operates 
through  quotas.  All  the  Secretary  has  to 
do  now,  if  you  pass  this  bill,  is  to  reduce 
quotas,  bring  about  a  shortage  of  sugar, 
and  force  the  price  up.  Under  the  old 
act  we  set  down  a  certain  yardstick.  We 
provided  a  certain  yardstick  and  notched 
it  inch  by  inch  so  there  would  be  no 
doubt  about  what  we  intended.  Inch  by 
inch  we  measured  off  what  the  Secretary 
could  do.  And  we  said  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  “In  no  event  can  you  reduce  quotas 
in  America  to  a  point  below  the  1937-38 
per  capita  consumption  of  102  %  pounds.” 
We  are  guaranteed  under  the  present 
act  as  much  as  102  V2  pounds  per  capita. 
But  they  left  that  out. 

Then  they  brought  in  a  new  formula 
for  price  fixing,  stabilizing  prices.  What 
did  they  do?  Parity?  Oh,  no;  parity 
was  not  sufficient.  They  passed  up  par¬ 
ity,  and  attempted  in  this  bill  to  tie  the 
1947  price,  which  is  the  highest  price  we 
have  paid  for  sugar  since  1925,  to  the 
cost-of-living  index.  You  pass  this  bill 
and  keep  that  formula  in  it,  that  can  be 
mathematically  figured  out,  and  you  will 
at  all  times  keep  the  price  of  sugar  way 
up  over  the  parity  price.  Oh,  yes;  the 
prime  object  of  this  bill  is  to  raise  the 
price  of  sugar. 

There  is  as  much  sense  in  adopting 
such  a  yardstick  for  sugar  as  there  would 
be  in  having  the  same  formula  for  corn 
when  corn  is  selling  for  $2.15  a  bushel. 
What  they  want  to  do  above  everything 
else  is  to  tie  to  the  1947  price  of  sugar. 

That  is  what  they  attempt  to  do  here. 
That  is  the  only  section  they  are  inter¬ 
ested  in,  the  revised  edition  of  section 
201  of  the  Sugar  Act.  If  they  did  not 
have  that  in  mind,  why  in  the  name  of 
high  heaven  did  they  bring  this  legis¬ 
lation  in  with  those  changes;  taking  out 
the  1937-38  per-capita  consumption 
safeguard,  and  tying  in  to  the  1947  sugar 
price?  Under  the  present  law  the  Sec¬ 
retary  cannot  go  below  the  1937-38 
per-capita  consumption  in  fixing  quotas. 
This  safeguard  is  left  out.  That  is  what 
this  bill  attempts  to  do — tie  the  price  of 
sugar  to  the  1947  price.  If  you  pass  this 
legislation,  you  are  just  imposing  upon 
the  American  housewife,  the  consumers 
of  sugar,  and  the  industrial  users  of 
sugar,  a  burden  that  will  amount  to 
$250,000,000  to  $300,000,000  per  year,  in 
my  opinion,  and  you  are  putting  that 
money  right  down  in  the  jeans  of  the 
Sugar  Trust  boys.  They  do  not  need  it. 
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I  saw  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  just 
the  other  day  that  one  of  the  sugar  com¬ 
panies  had  declared  a  100-percent  divi¬ 
dend,  yet  someone  was  telling  the  House 
yesterday  that  the  sugar  trust  had  not 
made  money.  They  have  made  money 
every  year,  most  of  the  time  from  8  to 
12  percent,  except  for  the  deficit  years 
of  1930  and  1931,  when  they  lost  money. 

The  processors  do  not  need  relief,  and 
there  is  nothing  in  this  bill  to  give  re¬ 
lief  to  the  producers  of  cane  sugar  un¬ 
less  they  are  also  processors  nor  to  the 
producers  of  sugar  beets.  Those  are  the 
people  I  am  interested  in.  I  am  inter¬ 
ested  in  American  agriculture.  I  am 
here  today  fighting  for  the  farmers  of 
America  who  are  engaged  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  sugarcane  and  sugar  beets.  I 
want  to  see  that  their  interests  are  pro¬ 
tected.  In  my  opinion,  the  way  to  pro¬ 
tect^  their  interests  is  to  recommit  this 
bill  with  instructions  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  to  bring  in  a  bill  extend¬ 
ing  the  Sugar  Act  for  1  year  so  we  can 
have  further  time  to  consider  the  sugar 
question.  That  is  the  fair  thing  to  do. 

I  am  not  against  big  business.  I  want 
to  see  big  business  make  a  profit  and 
make  a  good  profit.  I  want  them  to 
stay  in  business.  However,  I  do  not 
want  them  to  rob  the  American  con¬ 
sumers.  And  I  do  not  want  to  see  them 
put  in  a  position  where  they  can  pauper¬ 
ize  the  beet  producers  and  the  cane 
producers. 

Continue  the  present  Sugar  Act.  That 
is  the  thing  to  do.  We  are  making  a 
general  study  of  agriculture.  Our  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  engaged  many  days  in 
hearing  testimony  with  the  object  of 
bringing  in  certain  recommendations 
covering  the  whole  field  of  agriculture. 
Our  committee  should  include  in  their 
study  the  sugar  problem.  Let  us  con¬ 
tinue  this  legislation  for  a  period  of  1 
year.  It  is  working  all  right.  The  in¬ 
dustry  is  making  plenty  of  money.  The 
cane  producers  and  beet  producers  have 
no  complaint.  That  is  the  fair  thing  to 
do  and  it  is  the  decent  thing  to  do,  in 
my  opinion. 

My  friends,  it  has  not  been  an  easy 
matter  to  reveal  just  what  has  been  go¬ 
ing  on  and  I  have  not  revealed  all  of  it. 
It  has  not  been  a  pleasant  task.  But 
knowing  these  things,  I  thought  it  was 
my  public  duty  to  bring  them  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  House.  Now,  I  have  per¬ 
formed  my  duty.  I  am  going  to  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit,  and  I  hope  it  will 
be  the  pleasure  of  the  Membership  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  vote  for  the 
motion  to  recommit  because  this  is  not 
a  political  question.  It  is  a  matter 
which  affects  every  home  in  the  land. 
We  should  stand  up  here  in  the  face  of 
the  sugar  trust  and  let  them  know  that 
the  American  Congress  is  still  legislating 
in  the  interest  of  the  people  of  this 
country  and  not  for  any  particular  class 
or  section. 

Mr.  PETERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PETERSON.  Is  it  not  true  that 
under  the  present  bill  there  is  no  guar¬ 
anty  of  a  fair  return  to  the  producer, 
but  only  a  guaranty  to  the  processor, 


and  the  only  way  the  producer  can  get 
that  is  through  a  contract? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  That  is  right. 
You  are  just  wiped  out  entirely  if  you 
are  a  producer  unless  you  are  in  the 
cane  producing  area,  and  there  it  takes 
a  substantial  number  to  petition  for  re¬ 
lief.  And  in  the  cane  area,  as  you  know, 
most  of  the  cane  is  produced  by  the  proc¬ 
essors.  Hence  the  provision  is  mean¬ 
ingless.  But  if  you  are  in  a  beet  pro¬ 
ducing  area,  no.  The  producers  and 
laboring  man  are  both  denied  the  pro¬ 
tection. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  close  let  me 
give  the  House  a  brief  statement  of  the 
Sugar  act  and  an  analysis  of  section  201 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  and  an  analysis 
of  the  same  section  in  the  legislation  we 
are  considering. 

Under  ordinary  circumstances  there  is 
a  great  sugar  surplus.  In  an  effort  to 
stabilize’ the  sugar  industry  the  Congress 
attempted,  through  the  quota  system,  to 
keep  the  surplus  supply  from  being 
dumped  on  the  American  market.  This 
was  done  by  giving  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  authority  to  determine  at  the 
beginning  of  each  year  the  amount  of 
sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  consumers  in  continental  United 
States,  section  2012.  The  Sugar  Act  of 
1937  provided  the  yardstick  by  which  the 
Secretary  was  to  measure  the  require¬ 
ments. 

Now  this  method,  everyone  knows,  is 
the  most  vicious  kind  of  price  fixing.  If 
the  Secretary  sets  the  quotas  at  a  figure 
J;hat  will  keep  supply  and  demand  in 
balance,  well  and  good.  If,  however,  the 
Secretary  sets  the  quotas  at  a  point  be¬ 
low  the  demand  level,  thereby  creating  a 
sugar  shortage,  the  price  of  sugar  will 
immediately  skyrocket.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  quotas  are  set  at  a  point 
greatly  in  excess  of  the  demand  level,  the 
reverse  will  be  true,  because  a  surplus 
supply  will  be  created  and  the  price  will 
fall. 

For  these  reasons  the  Congress,  in 
order  to  protect  the  interests  of  pro¬ 
ducers,  processors;  and  consumers,  was 
careful  in  working  out  the  yardstick  to 
guide  the  Secretary  in  annually  measur¬ 
ing  the  quantity  of  sugar  needed  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  consumers.  This 
yardstick,  that  is,  the  yardstick  in  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937,  has,  in  my  opinion, 
been  fair,  and  its  fairness  is  demon¬ 
strated  by  the  fact  that  producers  have 
been  obtaining  a  parity  price,  or  better, 
for  their  beets  and  cane,  processors  have 
been  making  a  reasonable  profit,  and 
consumers  have  been  obtaining  sugar  at 
a  reasonable  price. 

Now,  let  me  give  you  the  inches  in  the 
Secretary’s  yardstick  that  he  is  to  use  in 
measuring  quotas  under  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1937  and  the  proposed  legislation: 

SUGAR  ACT  OP  1937  PROPOSED  ACT 

1.  Consumption  of  1.  Same, 

sugar  during  pre¬ 
ceding  year  is  to  be 

taken  as  a  base. 

2.  To  such  base,  2.  Same, 

proper  allowances 

are  to  be  made  for 
deficiencies  or  sur¬ 
plus  in  sugar  in¬ 
ventories. 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1937 

3.  Allowances  are 
to  be  made  for 
changes  in  consump¬ 
tion  because  of 
changes  in  popula¬ 
tion  and  demand 
conditions. 

4.  In  order  that 
the  “act  shall  not 
result  in  excessive 
prices  to  consumers, 
the  Secretary  shall 
make  such  addi¬ 
tional  allowances  as 
he  may  deem  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  amount 
of  sugar  determined 
to  be  needed  to  meet 
the  requirements  of 
consumers,  so  that 
the  supply  of  sugar 
made  available  to 
consumers  shall  not 
result  in  average 
prices  to  consumers 
in  excess  of  those 
necessary  to  main¬ 
tain  the  domestic 
sugar  industry  as  a 
whole.” 


5.  “The  amount  of 
such  additional  al¬ 
lowance  shall  not  be 
less  than  the  amount 
required,  after  al¬ 
lowance  for  normal 
carry-over,  to  give 
consumers  in  the 
continental  United 
States  a  per  capita 
consumption  equal 
to  the  average  of  the 
2-year  period  1937- 
38.”  The  average 
consumption  during 
the  2  years  amounted 
to  102.6  pounds  per 
capita,  and  under 
the  present  Sugar 
Act  the  Secretary 
cannot  reduce  the 
quotas  below  this 
limit. 


PROPOSED  ACT 

8.  Same. 


4.  This  language 
has  been  changed  in 
the  proposed  act  to 
read :  “Such  deter¬ 
mination  (for  addi¬ 
tional  sugar)  shall 
be  made  so  as  to 
protect  the  welfare 
of  the  consumers  and 
of  those  engaged  in 
the  domestic  sugar 
industry  by  provid¬ 
ing  such  supply  of 
sugar  as  will  be  con¬ 
sumed  at  prices 
(average  prices  left 
out)  which  will  not 
be  excessive  to  con¬ 
sumers',  and  which 
will  fairly  and  equi¬ 
tably  maintain  and 
protect  the  welfare 
of  the  domestic  sugar 
industry  (as  a  whole 
left  out) .” 

5.  This  provision 
is  left  out  of  the 
proposed  act.  Hence 
n  o  limitation  o  n 
amount  of  reduction. 


6.  The  Secretary, 
in  making  any  such 
determination,  i  n 
addition  to  the 
above,  “shall  take 
into  consideration 
the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  prices  at 
wholesale  for  refined 
sugar  that  would  re¬ 
sult  from  such  de¬ 
termination  and  the 
general  cost  of  living 
in  the  United  States, 
as  compared  with  the 
relationship  between 
prices  at  wholesale 
for  refined  sugar  and 
the  general  cost  of 
living  in  the  United 
States  obtained  dur¬ 
ing  1947,  prior  to 
the  termination  of 
price  control  of  sug¬ 
ar,  as  indicated  by 
the  Consumers’  Price 
Index  as  published  by 
the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.” 


Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  one  in  this 
House  for  whom  I  have  greater  regard 
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and  affection  than  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  with  whom  I  have  worked  on  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  for  many 
years.  I  am  sure  that  he  is  very  much 
in  earnest  and  very  sincere  in  what  he 
has  said  this  afternoon  in  respect  to  this 
bill.  At  the  same  time,  I  believe  he  is 
entirely  wrong  in  the  conclusions  he  has 
reached  in  regard  to  this  legislation.  I 
cannot  believe  that  all  of  the  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  State  De¬ 
partment,  and  the  administration,  as  well 
as  33  Senators  who  have  introduced  an 
identical  bill  in  the  Senate,  have  been 
fooled.  I  cannot  believe  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Flannagan]  is  the 
only  man  who  knows  what  is  in  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  briefly. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  am  frank  to  ad¬ 
mit  that  I  do  not  know  what  is  in  this 
legislation.  I  have  just  touched  the  high 
spots.  I  do  not  know  how  many  other 
"jokers”  there  may  be  in  it. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  do  not  think  ae  does  know  what 
is  in  the  legislation.  If  he  did,  I  do  not 
believe  he  would  have  made  the  state¬ 
ments  that  he  did.  But  I  am  glad  the 
gentleman  has  shown  such  concern  for 
the  consumers  of  this  country.  I  am 
thoroughly  in  accord  with  him  on  that, 
because  this  bill,  to  a  greater  extent  than 
any  other  agricultural  bill  that  this  Con¬ 
gress  has  ever  considered,  takes  care  of 
the  interests  of  the  consumer. 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Flannagan]  is  interested  in  tobacco.  He 
comes  from  a  great  tobacco-growing 
State,  yet  we  have  on  our  books  today 
legislation  dealing  with  tobacco,  which 
is  more  restrictive  as  far  as  the  quantity 
of  tobacco  which  may  be  produced  and 
marketed  is  concerned,  than  this  bill  is 
with  reference  to  the  •  production  and 
marketing  of  sugar. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield?  I  cannot  let  that  statement 
stand. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Not  now.  Let  me  finish, 
and  then  I  will  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Furthermore,  I  have  never  known  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  at  any  time, 
when  we  had  tobacco  legislation  before 
this  House,  to  show  the  great  concern 
for  the  consumer  that  he  is  showing  for 
the  consumer  today  in  connection  with 
sugar  legislation. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  the  Congress  has 
done  as  far  as  tobacco  is  concerned. 
In  1933  Congress  passed  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act.  It  established  parity 
prices  on  agricultural  products.  At  that 
time,  in  response  to  the  demands  of  the 
tobacco  industry,  we  gave  that  commod¬ 
ity  a  separate  parity  base,  so  as  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  higher  parity  price  than  they 
would  have  gotten  under  the  1909-14 
base  period,  which  was  made  applicable 
to  other  agricultural  commodities.  For 
tobacco  the  period  was  fixed  as  1919- 
29. 

They  were  not  satisfied  with  that,  and 
in  1940  they  came  in  again  and  they 
said  we  did  not  give  them  a  high  enough 
parity  price,  so  the  Congress  changed  the 


base  period  for  burley  and  flue-cured 
tobaccos  to  1935-39,  which  was  more  fa¬ 
vorable.  Nothing  was  said  at  that  time 
about  protecting  the  consumer.  I  did  not 
hear  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  who 
was  a  leader  in  the  matter  say  a  single 
word  for  the  consumer  at  that  time. 

Then,  to  cap  the  climax,  2  years  ago, 
in  July  1945,  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Flannagan]  sponsored  a  bill  which 
provided  that  for  certain  types  of  tobacco 
the  rate  upon  which  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  would  make  loans, 
should  be  placed  as  high  as  142  percent 
of  parity  on  one  variety  and  157  percent 
of  parity  on  another  variety.  My  friend 
from  Virginia  who  was  leading  the  fight 
for  these  high  prices  said  not  one  thing 
about  protecting  the  consumer  at  that 
time. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Now  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  In  just  a  moment  I  will 
be  through  with  tobacco  and  then  I  will 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

And  I  do  not  want  anybody  to  tell  me 
that  the  drastic  restrictions  on  tobacco 
production  have  not  brought  about  an 
increase  in  the  price  of  tobacco,  because, 
according  to  statistics  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  in  194&  burley  to¬ 
bacco  was  315  percent  of  the  price  it  was 
in  1932.  Fire-cured  tobacco  was  433  per¬ 
cent;  dark  air  cured,  549  percent;  Vir¬ 
ginia  fire  cured,  360  percent;  Virginia 
sun  cured,  397  percent  of  what  it  was 
back  in  1932. 

In  comparison  with  that  the  price  of 
sugar  beets  was  260  percent  of  what  it 
was  in  1932  and  sugarcane,  266  percent. 

In  this  bill  we  are  attempting  to  take 
care  of  the  consumer.  We  had  3  days 
of  hearings  upon  this  bill  at  which  time 
anyone  representing  the  consumer  or  any 
interest  in  the  industry  could  have 
appeared.  I  did  have  representatives 
of  sugar-consuming  groups,  industrial 
users,  come  to  my  office.  At  first  they 
suggested  that  possibly  the  bill  should 
not  run  for  a  5-year  period.  They  said 
they  wanted  to  see  just  what  the  effect 
might  be.  Later  they  came  back  and 
said  they  did  not  care  to  be  heard,  that 
they  had  studied  the  matter  further  and 
they  were  satisfied  with  the  formula  set 
up  in  the  legislation. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  now? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes;  briefly. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  do  not  think  the 
gentleman  knows  much  more  about  to¬ 
bacco  than  he  accuses  me  of  knowing 
about  sugar. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  do  not  pretend  to  be  an 
expert,  what  I  have  been  telling  the  com¬ 
mittee  about  tobacco  is  a  matter  of  public 
record  available  to  anyone. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Speaking  of  one 
tobacco  product,  Chesterfield  cigarettes, 
in  1932  when  the  four  big  companies  in 
America  paid  more  in  dividends  to  their 
stockholders  than  every  grower  of  to¬ 
bacco  in  America  received  for  every 
brand  of  tobacco  grown,  I  paid  15  cents 
for  a  package  of  Chesterfield  cigarettes, 
and  this  morning  down  town  I  paid  15 
cents  for  a  similar  package  of  Chester¬ 
fields. 

The  gentleman  should  remember  fur¬ 
ther  that  the  tobacco  program  is  sub¬ 


mitted  to  the  tobacco  growers  and  they 
vote  on  it;  it  is  democratic.  Here  under 
this  bill  everything  is  vested  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  after  you  hogtie 
the  thing. 

Mr.  HOPE.  But  the  tobacco  growers 
vote  under  duress.  They  know  they  will 
not  have  price  support  unless  they  vote 
for  quotas.  Furthermore,  there  is  no 
one  present  representing  the  interest  of 
consumers  when  tobacco  producers  vote 
on  quotas.  Here  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  directed  to  take  the  interest  of 
consumers  into  account  in  determining 
quotas. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  yield,  I  suggest  that 
he  quit  talking  about  tobacco  and  be¬ 
gin  to  tell  us  what  is  in  the  sugar  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes;  maybe  that  would 
be  well;  maybe- the  tobacco  fellows  can¬ 
not  take  their  own  medicine.  The  rest 
of  us  sat  and  listened  to  them  for  a  long 
enough  time. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Let  us  talk  about  sugar. 
I  have  gone  as  far  as  I  wanted  to  go 
on  tobacco. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  talked  about  the 
allocation  provision  not  carrying  any 
protection  assuring  a  fair  wage  and  price 
to  the  grower.  Is  it  the  gentleman’s  in¬ 
terpretation  of  the  amendment  the  gen¬ 
tleman  intends  to  offer  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  provide  a  fair  wage  and  a  fair 
price  in  the  can-growing  areas? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes;  that  is  the  intention. 
The  provision  if  it  is  adopted  by  the 
House  will  afford  a  fair  wage  scale  and 
fair  prices. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  If  a  substantial 
number  petition  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes;  and  they  will. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  do  not  know 
what  a  substantial  number  means. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield  at 
that  point? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Let  me  continue.  My  time 
is  getting  short  and  I  want  to  talk  about 
the  provision  in  the  bill  to  which  excep¬ 
tion  was  taken  by  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  had  better  yield  now  at  this  point. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  not  going  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  right  now.  I  will  yield  at 
the  proper  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  five  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  yesterday  I  quoted 
from  section  201  of  the  bill  which  is  the 
quota  provision  section.  That  is  the 
section  in  which  the  power  is  vested  in 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  over-all  quota.  I  called  at¬ 
tention  at  that  time  to  the  provisions 
in  that  section  which  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  must  use  in  determining  the 
over-all  quota  which,  of  course,  is  the 
only  thing  in  the  bill  which  affects  price. 
Here  are  the  things  that  the  Secretary 
must  consider: 

In  making  such  determinations  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  use  as  a  basis  the  quantity  of  di¬ 
rect-consumption  sugar  distributed  for  con- 
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sumption,  as  Indicated  by  official  statistics 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  during 
the  12-month  period  ending  October  31  next 
preceding  the  calendar  year  for  which  the 
determination  is  being  made. 

That  is  one  thing  he  considers.  Here 
are  others: 

And  shall  make  allowances  for  a  deficiency 
or  surplus  in  inventories  of  sugar,  and  for 
changes  in  consumption  because  of  changes 
in  population  and  demand  conditions,  as 
computed  from  statistics  published  by  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Federal  Government. 

He  must  take  all  those  things  into  con¬ 
sideration.  Now,  listen  to  the  consumer 
angle  of  it: 

And,  in  order  that  such  determinations 
shall  be  made  so  as  to  protect  the  welfare  of 
consumers  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  industry  by  providing  such  sup¬ 
ply  of  sugar  as  will  be  consumed  at  prices 
which  will  not  be  excessive  to  consumers  and 
which  will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain 
and  protect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar 
industry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any  such 
determination,  in  addition  to  the  consump¬ 
tion,  inventory,  population,  and  demand  fac¬ 
tors  above  specified  and  the  level  and  trend 
of  consumer-purchasing  power,  shall  take 
into  consideration  the  relationship  between 
the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  that 
would  result  from  such  determination  and 
the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United 
States  as  compared  with  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar 
and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United 
States  obtaining  during  1947  prior  to  the 
termination  of  price  control  of  sugar. 

That,  of  course,  is  analogous  to  the 
parity  provision.  As  far  as  it  is  used  in 
determining  quotas  it  simply  means  that 
the  price  of  sugar  in  any  subsequent  year 
will  not  be  out  of  line  with  the  general 
price  index  in  those  years.  In  other 
words,  the  relationship  will  be  compar¬ 
able  with  what  it  is  now.  If  the  price  of 
sugar  had  gone  up  like  the  price  of  beef 
cattle,  flax,  or  some  other  farm  products, 
it  might  be  said  that  is  an  unfair  rela¬ 
tionship,  but  everyone  knows  that  the 
price  of  sugar  has  been  under  control. 
It  has  not  advanced  as  much  as  the  gen¬ 
eral  level  of  agricultural  commodity 
prices.  It  is  a  fair  price  and  is  a  fair 
basis  to  use  as  one  factor  in  determining 
the  future  price  of  sugar. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Is  it  not  a 
fact  that  in  the  case  of  sugar  the  price 
of  sugar  to  the  consumer  was  controlled 
almost  1  year  prior  to  the  enactment  of 
the  price-control  legislation,  and  that  it 
is  still  controlled  despite  the  fact  OPA 
has  been  out  of  existence  for  nearly  a 
year? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  true;  it  is  the 
last  commodity  to  be  left  under  control. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Utah. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Is  it  not  fair  to  say 
that  this  legislation  is  essential  to  the 
legislation  on  sugar  that  we  have  had 
since  1934,  as  amended  in  1937?  There 
is  not  very  much  difference,  is  there? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  absolutely  cor¬ 
rect.  As  far  as  most  of  the  language  of 
the  bill  is  concerned  it  is  exactly  the 
same.  On  yesterday,  when  I  discussed 


the  bill,  I  pointed  out  the-  few  changes 
that  were  made  as  compared  with  the 
present  law. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  And  the  language 
that  is  added  if  it  does  anything  it  is  to 
protect  the  consuming  public,  is  that  not 
true? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  the  reason  we 
have  that  language  in  the  bill;  to  protect 
the  consuming  public. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  two  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  was  critical  because  he  said 
there  was  not  included  in  section  201,  the 
provision  contained  in  the  1937  act  to 
the  effect  that  the  supply  of  sugar  must 
be  equal  to  that  which  prevailed  in  1937 
and  1938. 

Now,  that  was  undoubtedly  a  good 
provision  at  that  time.  It  would  not  be 
a  good  provision  and  a  fair  provision  at 
this  time  because  no  one  could  know 
what  the  normal  consumption  of  sugar 
would  have  been  for  this  year  if  we  had 
had  all  the  sugar  which  consumers  de¬ 
sired. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
consumption  of  sugar  fluctuates  consid¬ 
erably  even  in  normal  times.  During 
the  war  years,  per  capita  consumption 
was  111  pounds  in  1941;  in  1942  it. 
dropped  to  92- pounds;  in  1943  it  was  86 
pounds;  in  1944,  95  pounds;  in  1945,  78 
pounds;  and  in  1946,  78  pounds.  Now, 
we  have  no  recent  normal  year  which 
we  can  use  as  a  basis  for  determining 
what  is  a  normal  consumption  of  sugar 
but  we  do  have  in  this  bill  the  provision 
that  the  Secretary  must  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  consumption  during  the 
previous  year.  In  addition  to  that  we 
have  what  I  have  already  discussed  as 
being  a  fair  comparison,  and  that  is  the 
comparison  with  the  cost  of  living  dur¬ 
ing  a  year  when  we  had  price  controls  on 
sugar. 

No  one  knows  what  the  consumption  of 
sugar  may  be  during  the  next  5  years  be¬ 
cause  our  dietary  habits  to  some  extent 
have  changed  during  the  war.  We  have 
increased  our  consumption  of  some  com¬ 
modities  and  we  have  decreased  con¬ 
sumption  of  others.  Furthermore,  the 
shortage  of  sugar  during  the  war  years 
has  resulted  in  industrial  consumers 
making  use  of  substitutes.  No  one  knows 
whether  those  substitutes  will  continue 
to  be  used  or  not.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  my 
opinion  section  201  in  the  present  bill  is 
fair  in  every  way  to  both  producers  and 
consumers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Hill], 

(Mr.  HILL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an 
interesting  discussion  this  afternoon.  Of 
course,  some  of  us  on  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  are  surprised  and  disap¬ 
pointed  in  our  good  friend,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Flannagan]. 
No  one  in  this  House  holds  any  higher 
regard  for  him  than  I  do. 


EXPLANATION  OF  SUBSECTION  (C)  OF  SECTION  301 

Section  301  (c)  of  the  bill  would  con¬ 
tinue  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  in 
any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  to 
condition  the  making  of  payments  to 
producers  therein  upon  compliance,  in 
addition  to  other  requirements,  with  fair 
wage  and  price  determinations  as  now 
provided  for  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as 
amended.  However,  this  authority  could 
be  exercised  with  respect  to  a  particular 
crop  in  any  such  area  only  if  both  of  two 
conditions  are  found  to  exist  therein, 
first,  producers  therein,  who  are  also 
processors,  produce  in  excess  of  5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  production  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  in  such  area,  and, 
second,  request  for  such  determinations 
with  respect  to  such  crop  is  first  made 
by  persons  constituting,  or  representing, 
a  substantial  proportion  of  the  producers, 
processors,  or  laborers  in  such  area  who 
would  be  affected  by  such  determina¬ 
tions.  The  subsection  also  provides  that 
in  the  case  of  the  mainland  cane-sugar 
area,  the  authority  shall  apply  separately 
to  the  States  of  Florida  and  Louisiana, 
that  is,  the  conditions  may  be  applicable 
in  Louisiana  and  not  in  Florida,  or  vice 
versa. 

'"Under  the  terms  of  this  subsection,  the 
fair-wage  and  fair-price  provisions  of 
subparagraphs  (1)  and  (2)  operate  as  a 
unit.  In  other  words,  if  the  fair-wage 
determination  is  applicable  in  any  area, 
so  is  the  fair-price  determination  and 
vice  versa.  Only  the  application  of  both 
determinations — not  just  one  of  them — 
may  be  sought. 

The  subsection  also  provides  that  per¬ 
sons  constituting  or  representing  a  sub¬ 
stantial  proportion  of  the  producers,  or 
the  processors,  or  the  laborers,  in  any 
area  otherwise  subject  to  the  terms  of 
this  amendment  who  would  be  affected 
by  the  determinations  may  request  the 
application  of  the  fair  wage  and  price 
determinations.  In  other  words,  per¬ 
sons  constituting  or  representing  a  sub¬ 
stantial  proportion  of  the  sugar-beet  or 
sugarcane  producers  in  any  area,  other¬ 
wise  subject  to  the  terms  of  this  amend¬ 
ment,  may  request  the  application  of  the 
fair-price  determination — in  which  case, 
of  course,  their  request  would  be  con¬ 
strued  to  cover  the  application  of  the 
fair-wage  determination,  too.  On  the 
other  hand,  persons  constituting  or  rep¬ 
resenting  a  substantial  proportion,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  sugar- 
beet  or  surgarcane  laborers,  in -any  area 
otherwise  subject  to  the  terms  of  this 
amendment,  would  be  able  to  invoke  the 
application  of  the  fair-wage  and  fair- 
price  determinations  in  such  area. 

—  In  areas  where  less  than  5  percent  of 
a  crop  is  produced  by  producers,  who  are 
also  processors,  competition  among  proc¬ 
essors  for  a  producer’s  crop,  competition 
of  alternative  crops  which  a  producer 
may  plant,  and  the  prevalence  of  family¬ 
sized  farms  competing  for  labor,  create 
an  over-all  competitive  situation  where 
no  significant  contribution  may  be  made 
by  the  application  of  the  fair  wage  and 
price  provisions  in  these  areas.  At  the 
present  time  producers  in  the  domestic 
beet-sugar  area,  who  are  also  processors, 
are  producing  less  than  5  percent  of  a 
crop — that  is,  are  legal  owners  at  the 
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time  of  harvest  of  less  than  5  percent  of 
the  crop. 

EXPLANATION  OP  SECTION  201 

One  of  the  most  important  sections  of 
the  hill  which  would  be  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948  is  section  201  which  provides  for 
determination  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  of  the  total  quantity  of  sugar  to 
be  made  available  to  consumers  in  the 
United  States  under  the  quota  system 
established  in  the  bill.  In  preparation 
of  the  bill  a  great  deal  of  thought  and 
discussion  was^evoted  to  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

The  proponents  of  the  bill  were  keenly 
aware  of  the  necessity  for  providing 
adequate  safeguards  for  the  interests  of 
consumers  and  of  the  domestic  sugar 
industry.  They  were  also  fully  aware 
of  the  pitfalls  which  would  lie  in  seeking 
to  accomplish  this  by  laying  down  a  rigid 
formula  to  be  used  to  determine  specific 
quantities  of  sugar  for  consumers  or  spe¬ 
cific  prices  in  the  sugar  markets.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  there  is  not  to  be  found  in  the 
bill  any  formula  or  authorization  for 
fixing  the  price  of  sugar  nor  any  rule 
limiting  supplies  of  sugar  to  a  predeter¬ 
mined  quantity.  The  endeavor  has  been 
to  state  clearly  the  policy  to  govern  de¬ 
terminations  which  will  affect  supplies 
and  prices,  to  provide  definite  standards, 
but  yet  to  leave  adequate  administrative 
discretion  to  deal  with  new  and  chang¬ 
ing  circumstances  as  they  arise. 

As  contained  in  the  bill,  section  201 
establishes  a  definite  objective  which  the 
Secretary  is  directed  to  accomplish  in 
making  determinations  under  the  sec¬ 
tion  and  sets  forth  a  number  of  specific 
standards  which  must  be  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Secretary.  This  ob¬ 
jective,  in  the  language  of  the  bill  is  “to 
protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and 
those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar  in¬ 
dustry  by  providing  such  supply  of  sugar 
as  wilTbe  consumed  at  prices  which  will 
not  be  excessive  to  consumers  and  which 
will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and 
protect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar 
s  industry.” 

The  specific  standards  to  be  considered 
by  the  Secretary  are  as  follows:  First, 
he  uses  as  a  base  the  quantity  of  sugar 
consumed  during  the  12  months  ending 
on  the  preceding  October  31.  Next,  the 
Secretary  makes  adjustments  in  this 
figure  for  any  deficiency  or  surplus  of 
inventories  of  sugar.  He  also  allows  for 
changes  in  consumption  because  of 
changes  in  population  and  demand  con¬ 
ditions.  The  Secretary  then  must  give 
consideration  to  the  level  of  consumer 
purchasing  power  and  the  trend  of 
such  purchasing  power,  whether  rising 
or  falling.  Finally,  consideration  is  to 
be  given  to  the  relation  of  the  price  of 
sugar  to  the  general  level  of  the  cost  of 
living.  For  this  purpose  the  base  period 
for  comparing  such  relationship  is  the 
year  1947  up  to  the  termination  of  price 
control  on  sugar.  This  means  that  un¬ 
controlled  sugar  prices  are  not  to  be 
taken  as  a  standard;  rather,  the  prices 
of  sugar  under  ceilings  are  used  in  com¬ 
parison  with  the  general  cost  of  living 
during  a  time  when  most  components 
have  been  unregulated  and  have  risen 
sharply. 

There  have  been  two  principal  ques¬ 
tions  raised  in  regard  to  the  provisions 


of  section  201.  Some  have  protested 
that  the  standards  are  not  adequate  to 
assure  that  consumers  will  have  ade¬ 
quate  supplies  of  sugar  at  reasonable 
prices.  In  this  connection,  it  is  to  be 
noted  that  this  bill  omits  a  minimum 
supply  standard  contained  in  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1937.  This  standard  provided 
that  per  capita  supplies  should  be  not 
less  than  average  per  capita  consumption 
during  1937  and  1938.  This  h»as  been 
omitted  from  the  bill  because  it  is  a  rigid 
type  of  formula  which  might  be  inap¬ 
propriate  for  future  years  and,  conse¬ 
quently,  constitute  a  potential  danger 
which  the  bill  seeks  to  avoid.  The  re¬ 
tention  of  this  rigid  minimum  is  believed 
unwise  because  of  the  increase  during 
the  war  in  consumption  of  sugar  substi¬ 
tutes,  the  changes  during  the  same  pe¬ 
riod  in  diets  and  sugar-using  habits,  and 
the  wide  historic  fluctuations  in  per 
capita  sugar  consumption.  The  bill 
substitutes  a  more  flexible  but  also  a 
more  workable  formula.  While  clearly 
and  intentionally  not  a  rigid  formula, 
nevertheless,  the  standards  provided  in 
the  bill  for  sugar  are  much  more  compre¬ 
hensive  than  those  provided  in  existing 
legislation  for  establishing  marketing 
quotas  for  tobacco — a  crop  which  has 
been  rigidly  controlled  since  1934.  The 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  de¬ 
fines  “a  normal  year’s  domestic  con¬ 
sumption”  for  purposes  of  limiting  sup¬ 
plies  of  tobacco  coming  to  market  merely 
as  the  average  consumption  of  the  10 
preceding  years  adjusted  for  current 
trends  in  consumption. 

The  other  principal  question  which  has 
been  raised  about  section  201  of  the  bill 
is  whether  it  adequately  safeguards  the 
welfare  of  producers  or  whether  a  more 
rigid  and  binding  price  formula  should 
not  be  included,  such  as  some  adaptation 
of  the  parity  formula.  The  conclusion 
of  those  responsible  for  the  bill  is  that 
it  would  not  be  wise  to  write  into  the 
bill  a  firm  price  standard.  While  a  for¬ 
mula  might  at  the  moment  yield  a  price 
fair  to  both  producers  and  consumers,  it 
is  virtually  certain  that  as  time  passes 
and  circumstances  change,  such  a  for¬ 
mula  would  inevitably  result  in  setting 
prices  either  too  high  to  be  fair  to  con¬ 
sumers  or  too  low  to  give  adequate  pro¬ 
tection  to  producers.  For  this  reason  the 
bill,  while  specifying  a  price  standard, 
confines  the  effect  of  this  standard  to 
being  one  of  several  factors  which  are 
to  be  taken  into  consideration. 

Even  so,  it  has  been  suggested  that  this 
price  standard  will  require  that  consum¬ 
ers  pay  unreasonable  prices  for  sugar. 
Any  such  criticism  is  clearly  not  war¬ 
ranted  by  the  facts.  In  the  first  place, 
as  has  already  been  peinted  out,  the  bill 
contains  no  authorization  for  fixing 
prices.  It  is  true  that  prices  will  be  sub¬ 
stantially  influenced  by  the  supplies  of 
sugar  made  available  under  the  quotas, 
but,  while  the  Secretary  is  required  to 
give  consideration  to  the  probable  price 
result  of  any  supply  determination,  he 
is  also  required  to  consider  other  factors, 
including,  for  example,  the  level  of  con¬ 
sumer  purchasing  power.  Moreover,  the 
price  standard  that  is  to  be  considered 
relates  the  present  price  of  sugar,  under 
ceilings,  to  the  present  general  cost  of 
living  which  is  almost  entirely  free  of 
price  control.  Thus,  to  the  extent  price 


is  to  be  a  controlling  guide,  a  higher 
price  for  sugar  would  be  called  for  only 
if,  and  to  the  extent  that,  there  may  in 
the  future  be  a  further  rise  in  the  gen¬ 
eral  cost  of  living.  Conversely,  when  and 
as  the  cost  of  living  declines  this  price 
standard  will  mean  a  proportionately 
lower  price  for  sugar.  From  the  stand¬ 
point  of  producers,  this  price  standard, 
by  requiring  consideration  of  changes  in 
the  cost  of  living,  assures  that  due  ac¬ 
count  will  be  taken  of  the  rise  or  fall  of 
the  general  level  of  prices  which  will  re¬ 
flect,  though  only  roughly,  the  changes 
in  costs  of  producing  sugar. 

Again,  keeping  in  mind  that  the  price 
standard  in  this  bill  is  only  one  of  several 
standards  to  be  followed  and  not  a  rigid 
formula  nor  an  exclusive  standard,  it  is 
enlightening  to  examine  the  results  that 
would  have  come  about  had  this  standard 
been  exclusively  and  rigidly  followed  in 
the  past.  During  the  course  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  hearings  on  the  bill,  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  was  supplied  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  with  com¬ 
putations  for  the  prewar  years  1938  to 
1940  showing  the  prices  for  sugar  and  the 
returns  to  producers  of  sugar  oeets  that 
would  have  resulted  from  a  rigid  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  price  standard  of  this  bill. 
These  computations  show  that  had  price 
been  the  only  standard  to  be  followed, 
the  effect  on  consumers  would  have  been 
an  increase  of  approximately  two-thirds 
of  a  cent  a  pound  in  the  average  price 
of  sugar.  Similarly,  the  increase  in  re¬ 
turns  to  producers  would  have  been  96 
cents  per  ton  of  sugar  beets. 

This  analysis  of  section  201  should 
make  it  abundantly  clear  that  any  criti¬ 
cism  of  this  bill  on  the  ground  that  it 
seeks  either  to  gouge  consumers  or  to 
sacrifice  the  welfare  of  producers  is  not 
substantiated  by  the  facts.  Examination 
of  the  bill  will  show  that  it  contains  ade¬ 
quate  safeguards  for  producers  and  con¬ 
sumers  alike  and  is  a  bill  which  will  pro¬ 
mote  the  general  welfare  of  our  country. 

The  interesting  thing  about  this  bill 
is  that  it  makes  very,  very  few  changes 
in  the  original  bill  as  our  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope],  has 
mentioned.  Now,  let  us  straighten  out 
just  a  few  things  in  the  general  plan  of 
the  legislation.  I  am  surprised  that  any¬ 
one  would  stand  in  the  well  of  this  House 
and  say  this  did  not  represent  the  pro¬ 
ducers’  views.  Now,  I  do  not  know  who 
represents  the  producers  if  I  do  not.  I 
am  talking  about  sugar  beets.  In  my 
territory  there  are  hundreds  of  them. 
There  are  12  sugar-beet  factories  and  one 
molasses  factory  in  my  district.  Those 
sugar-beet  growers,  the  farmers,  have 
been  working  on  this  legislation  off  and 
on  since  the  first  of  the  year.  There  is 
nothing  new  about  this  legislation. 
There  is  no  angle  of  this  legislation  that 
those  gentlemen  from  the  grass  roots, 
from  the  very  part  of  the  country  where 
they  produce  the  beets,  have  not  been 
acquainted  with,  and  in  every  conference 
they  have  studied  long  and  hard  and  tried 
their  best  to  come  out  with  some  com¬ 
promise  measure.  And,  that  is  what  we 
have  in  this  legislation.  It  is  not  all  any 
of  us  would  have,  but  it  is  the  best  legis¬ 
lation  that  you  will  possibly  get  at  this 
session,  and  if  you  do  not  accept  this 
legislation,  we  will  probably  be  asked  to 
pass  a  continuing  resolution,  and  if  you 
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pass  a  continuing  resolution,  you  have 
left  out  the  very  things  that  we  think 
ought  to  be  corrected  to  bring  the  sugar 
legislation  up  to  date. 

Mr.  GEARHART.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

*Mr.  GEARHART.  In  the  long  years 
that  the  gentleman  and  I  have  served 
in  the  Congress,  let  me  ask  him  if  he 
has  ever  known  of  an  instance  where  the 
various  producers  of  agricultural  products 
or  the  various  sugar-beet  and  sugarcane 
growers  are  in  such  complete  harmony 
as  they  are  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  am  told  that  this  is  the 
first  time  in  the  history  of  sugar-beet  and 
sugarcane  legislation  that  all  the  va¬ 
rious  groups  have  finally  compromised 
their  differences  and  O.  K.’d  any  type  of 
legislation  on  sugar. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  If  you  pass 
a  continuing  resolution,  you  will  leave  out 
the  provision  protecting  the  consumers, 
will  you  not? 

Mr.  HILL.  You  will  leave  out  all  pro¬ 
visions  that  the  Chairman  read  to  you 
yesterday  and  today. 

I  will  tell  you  another  most  important 
thing,  because  if  you  pass  a  continuing 
resolution  you  can  only  continue  the  bill 
as  it  is.  When  you  continue  this  bill  as 
it  is — I  wish  you  would  get  this;  I  do  not 
believe  a  former  speaker  has  mentioned 
it — the  entire  production  of  sugar  cane 
in  the- islands  of  the  Philippines,  that  is 
supposed  to  be  sent  to  this  country  as 
their  quota,  and  cannot  be  shipped  and 
will  not  be  shipped,  will  go  to  what  coun¬ 
tries?  I  will  tell  you  what  countries  will 
get  it:  the  countries  that  are  under  full 
duty,  that  did  not  do  a  single  thing  to  pro¬ 
duce  more  sugar  for  this  country  and  our 
allies  during  the  war.  That  is  enough 
reason  for  every  Member  in  this  House, 
that  is  enough  reason  for  every  consum¬ 
er  in  this  country,  to  be  for  this  present 
bill  without  any  other  reason  what¬ 
soever. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Is  it  not 
true  that  the  State  Department  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  have  agreed 
to  this  bill? 

Mr.  HILL.  This  bill  comes  to  you  with 
the  support,  shall  I  say,  anyway  with 
the  approval,  of  the  State  Department, 
the  Agriculture  Department,  and  the  In¬ 
terior  Department.  You  say,  “Why  the 
Interior  Department?”  Because  they 
have  something  to  do  with  our  outside 
territories. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  The  gentleman  re¬ 
members  that  we  brought  in  a  bill  from 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
which  among  other  things  covered  sugar. 

I  happened  to  be  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  at  the  time,  and  my  dis¬ 


tinguished  friends  from  California  and 
Nebraska,  among  others,  were  on  the 
subcommittee.  It  was  provided  in  that 
bill  that  there  should  be  established 
certain  quotas  for  the  Philippines  rela¬ 
tive  to  sugar.  Does  this  bill  in  any  way, 
shape,  or  form  detract  or  alter  the  quotas 
or  in  any  way  impair  the  benefits  accru¬ 
ing  to  the  newly-established  Philippines 
Republic  as  provided  for  in  the  Philip¬ 
pine  Trade  Act? 

Mr.  HILL.  In  no  way  whatsoever. 
This  bill  simply  takes  the  98  percent  of 
the  quota  for  the  Philippines  that  they 
cannot  fill  and  allots  it  to  Cuba  during 
this  period  when  the  Philippines  are 
trying  to  get  back  into  production.  Re¬ 
member,  we  asked  Cuba  to  increase  its 
production,  and  this  is  to  assist  Cuba  to 
get  down  to  the  level  of  prewar  produc¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  But  because  the  Phil¬ 
ippines  are  not  able  at  this  time  to 
fulfill  their  assigned  quota,  they  will  not 
in  any  way  be  handicapped  or  their  in¬ 
terests  jeopardized  either  now  or  in  the 
future? 

Mr.  HILL.  Exactly. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Utah. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Is  it  a  correct  state¬ 
ment  to  say  that  in  this  bill  the  treaty 
with  the  Philippines  is  absolutely  ad¬ 
hered  to? 

Mr.  HILL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  A  large  number 
of  Members  of  the  House  have  expressed 
their  desire  to  stimulate,  promote,  and 
expand  the  sugar-beet  industry  as  well 
as  the  cane  industry  of  this  country.  I 
wish  the  gentleman  would  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  House  to  the  fact  that  under 
this  bill  that  expansion  is  made  possible. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  gentleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  In  other  words,  as  I 
understand,  the  Cuban  advantage  of  sup¬ 
plying  whatever  deficiency  may  occur 
because  of  the  inability  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  to  fulfill  its  quota  is  only  a  tem¬ 
porary  advantage? 

Mr.  HILL.  That  is  exactly  correct. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  It  reverts  to  the  Phil¬ 
ippine  Islands  when  they  are  able  to 
supply  their  quota? 

Mr.  HILL.  That  is  right.  It  was  put 
in  this  bill  for  the  express  purpose  of 
assisting  not  only  Cuba  but  the  Philip¬ 
pines.  Remember  that  Cuba  increased 
her  sugarcane  acreage  during  the  war 
because  we  asked  her  to.  In  addition, 
this  is  the  first  tijne  that  Cuba  and  the 
continental  area,  shall  I  say,  have  come 
to  an  agreement  on  a  sugar  bill  presented 
to  this  House. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  I  do  not  want  the 
record  to  get  off  on  the  wrong  tangent 
here  as  the  result  of  statements  by  two 
good  friends  from  Colorado,  the  gentle¬ 
man  who  is  now  speaking  and  Mr. 
Chenoweth.  Where  is  the  language  in 
this  bill  that  provides  for  the  expansion — 


I  am  choosing  my  words — the  expansion 
of  the  domestic-sugar  industry,  beet  or 
otherwise? 

Mr.  HILL.  Under  this  present  bill 
the  tonnage  is  set  at  1,800,000. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  That  is  on  beets? 

Mr.  HILL.  That  is  right.  That  is, 
in  round  numbers,  100,000  more  tons 
than  the  usual  production  of  beets  in 
this  country. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  But  at  this  mo¬ 
ment  we  have  the  productive  capacity 
in  the  form  of  mills  ready  to  run  and 
produce  1,800,000  tons,  hfifre  we  not? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  question  that.  You  may 
have  the  mills  and  you  may  have  the 
land,  but  I  question  the  possibilities  of 
having  a  full  crop. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  We  are  writing 
sugar  legislation  here  and  we  must 
watch  our  words  so  that  our  enemies 
will  not  use  our  words  against  us  in  the 
future.  I  again  ask  the  gentleman  who 
now  has  the  floor  or  any  other  gentle¬ 
men  of  the  House  to  show  the  language 
in  this  bill  where  it  permits  the  expan¬ 
sion  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry. 

Mr.  HILL.  Undoubtedly,  the  answer 
to  that  is  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  or  someone  has  to  manage  this 
sugar  legislation.  That  was  the  next 
thing  I  wanted  to  talk  about. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  the 
absolute  right  to  say  that  the  top  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar  shall  be  so  many  tons. 
If  he  wants  to  make  it  8,000,000  tons,  he 
can  do  so. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  for  an  observa¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Under  this  bill  the 
continental  beet  acreage  and  continental 
cane  acreage  is  absolutely  frozen  for 
5  years,  so,  of  course,  it  could  not  in¬ 
crease  even  1  acre. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  I  am  not  speaking 
against  the  bill.  I  simply  want  the 
facts  brought  out  in  the  debate.  I  am 
a  believer  in  the  expansion  of  the 
industry. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  still  insist  that  I  am  cor¬ 
rect — that  we  could  at  least  increase  the 
beet  acreage. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Oh,  that  is  a 
different  story  entirely. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the 
remaining  time  on  this  side  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Represent¬ 
ing  one  of  the  largest  cane  producing 
areas  in  the  Nation,  it  is  our  opinion  that 
this  bill  allows  for  usual  and  orderly  ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  industry  in  our  area. 

Mr.  HILL.  It  will  do  the  same  for  the 
beet  producing  areas  and  I  am  convinced 
it  will. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  know  the  gen¬ 
tleman  wants  to  be  fair.  I  know  that  this 
statement  is  true — I  know  this  m»ch 
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about  the  bill — that  if  this  bill  passes 
you  freeze  the  beet  acreage  for  the  next 
5  years  and  you  freeze  the  cane  acreage 
because  you  set  quotas  up  absolutely,  not 
on  a  percentage  basis,  but  absolute  quotas 
for  5  years  for  cane  and  beet  acreage 
in  the  continental  United  States. 

Mr.  HILL.  Of  course,  there  is  always 
a  difference  of  opinion. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOPE.  If  we  did  what  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  urges,  which  is  to 
extend  the  present  act,  it  would  freeze 
them  at  a  lower  rate  instead  of  at  a 
higher  rate. 

Mr.  HILL.  Absolutely.  Regardless  of 
that,  if  any  area  in  this  country  is  short 
in  sugar  production,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  still  has  the  right  to  in¬ 
crease  the  acreage  under  this  bill;  and  if 
you  will  read  the  bill  carefully,  you  will 
come  to  the  same  conclusion. 

Let  me  go  back  to  the  point  where  I 
was  interrupted  when  the  Members  be¬ 
gan  asking  questions. 

I  would  like  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
House  in  answer  to  the  argument  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
that,  first  of  all,  since  1934  you  have  had 
a  controlled  price  on  sugar,  both  whole¬ 
sale  and  retail.  In  1934,  sugar  prices 
went  under  the  control  of  a  director — 
shall  we  call  him  that.  Since  1934  you 
have  had  that,  and  there  is  no  use  talk¬ 
ing  about  water  that  has  already  gone 
over  the  dam.  That  is  the  way  the  bills 
have  been  written.  That  is  the  way  the 
laws  have  been  signed,  and  that  is  ex¬ 
actly  how  the  sugar  economy  of  this 
country  has  operated — under  a  dictator, 
if  you  want  to  call  it  that — since  1934. 

Mr.  CLEVENGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLEVENGER.  Is  it  not  true  that 
in  the  beet  area  certain  farms  carry  a 
limitation  of  acreage  and  it  is  an  area 
control  at  most?  If  it  is  a  limitation, 
it  is  not  such  a  one  as  in  Virginia  or 
North  Carolina.  If  a  farmer  has  no 
quota  he  may  get  one. 

Mr.  HILL.  That  is  right.  Anyone  can 
grow  beets  if  they  have  the  land.  In  our 
territory,  both  the  farmer  and  the  beet 
processor  agree  on  contract  that  the 
fanner  can  grow  a  given  acreage  of  beets 
if  they  think  it  will  produce  beets  worth¬ 
while — in  other  words,  if  the  beets  have  a 
high  enough  sugar  content  and  produce 
sufficient  tonnage  so  that  the  farmers 
can  make  a  little  money  as  well  as  the 
sugar  company. 

I  would  like  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  the  price  of  sugar,  wholesale  and 
retail,  in  1934.  The  price  of  refined  sugar 
in  1934  was  4.43;  the  retail  price  of  sugar 
was  5.5.  In  1935,  the  refined  price  was 
4.85  and  the  retail  price  was  5.7.  In  1940, 
the  refined  price  was  4.34  and  the  retail 
price  was  5.2.  In  1945,  the  refined  price 
was  5.39  and  the  retail  price  was  6.7.  So 
you  will  find  the  prices  almost  paralleling 
one  another.  As  the  price  of  sugar  went 
up  wholesale,  the  price  retail  went  up; 
and  as  the  price  wholesale  went  down, 
the  price  retail  went  down. 

I  cannot  talk  for  the  cane  sugar  people, 
but  I  hold  in  my  hand  yearly  beet  con¬ 


tracts  since  1938,  and  they  have  always 
been  taken  care  of  by  the  sugar  company. 
As  the  price  of  sugar  rises  wholesale,  the 
price  of  sugar  beets  rises  to  the  farmer. 
I  am  surprised  that  anybody  would  get 
up  on  this  floor  and  say  that  the  farmer 
did  not  get  the  benefit  when  the  whole¬ 
sale  price  of  sugar  increases. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  As  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  said,  this  is  substantially 
the  same  sugar  legislation  we  have  had 
since  1934.  That  is  right,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  HILL.  That  is  correct.  If  it  was 
bad  legislation  in  1934,  it  is  bad  legisla¬ 
tion  now. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  What  I  wanted  to 
call  to  the  attention  of  the  gentleman  is 
the  fact  that  this  is  New  Deal  legislation. 
It  is  good  legislation,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  HILL.  Well,  what  does  that 
prove? 

Suppose  it  is  New  Deal  legislation.  I 
do  not  question  that.  If  they  offer  some¬ 
thing  good,  why  should  not  the  Repub¬ 
licans  accept  it  and  help  the  New  Dealers 
clean  house? 

Mr.  GRANGER.  I  am  happy  the  gen¬ 
tleman  feels  that  way. 

Mr.  HILL.  Oh,  the  gentleman  knows 
I  feel  that  way. 

Let  me  say  this.  The  growers  share, 
on  a  percentage  basis,  any  increase  in 
the  price.  For  example,  if  the  net  price 
of  sugar  was  $7.25,  the  growers  received 
$11.55.  If  the  net  price  of  sugar  was 
$7.50,  then  the  growers  received  $11.96. 
That  is  exactly  the  way  that  contract  is 
written.  It  is  exactly  the  way  the  con¬ 
tract  has  always  operated.  The  grower 
benefits  when  the  wholesale  price  of 
sugar  rises.  It  is  the  only  product  I 
know  of  that  has  been  handled  on  that 
basis.  As  I  said  before,  I  think  the  sugar 
economy  of  this  country  has  been  han¬ 
dled  in  the  finest  and  most  efficient  way 
of  any  food  product  we  have  controlled. 
Can  anyone  suggest  a  better  plan  of  op¬ 
erating  our  sugar  economy? 

I  am  sure  this  House  should  support 
this  bill  unanimously. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  has  expired. 

All  time  has  expired. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  this  act  may  be 
cited  as  the  “Sugar  Act  of  1948.” 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  listened  with  a 
great  deal  of  interest  to  the  entire  de¬ 
bate  on  the  Sugar  Act  which  is  now 
under  consideration  by  this  body.  I 
believe  that  practically  every  person  who 
has  studied  this  bill  favors  its  enactment. 

I  listened  with  much  interest  to  what 
my  distinguished  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Flannagan],  had  to 
say.  As  I  understood  his  argument,  the 
essence  of  it  was  that  this  bill  would 
gouge  the  consumers  of  America.  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  should  attempt  to  enlighten  the 
House  on  that  point.  I  think  that  actu¬ 
ally  there  has  been  no  industry  which 
has  cooperated  more  to  preserve  a  fair 
price  to  the  consumers  than  has  the 
sugar  industry. 


In  the  first  place,  as  I  pointed  out  a 
moment  ago,  sugar  was  regulated  by  the 
Office  of  Price  Administration  for  many 
months  before  the  Price  Control  Act  of 
1942  was  enacted.  After  the  regulations 
on  all  other  commodities  were  taken  off 
last  year  the  controls  on  sugar  were 
maintained,  and  today  sugar  -  is  still  a 
controlled  commodity.  The  price  of 
practically  every  other  commodity  has 
gone  up  tremendously,  as  everybody 
knows.  When  the  demand  for  corn,  for 
beef,  for  hogs,  for  cotton,  tobacco,  and 
a  great  many  other  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  became  intense  there  was  such 
a  scream  and  holler  throughout  the 
country  that  the  Administration  was 
forced  to  remove  controls,  but  the  sugar 
industry  not  only  did  not  ask  that  those 
controls  be  taken  off  but  appeared  this 
year  before  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency  and  insisted  that  those 
controls  be  maintained  until  March  1, 
1948;  and  it  was  upon  the  insistence  of 
this  body  that  we  removed  those  controls 
effective  October  31,  1947.  I  think  that 
is  a  fine  record. 

When  you  take  the  price  of  sugar  to¬ 
day  compared  to  what  it  was  2  years 
ago,  3  years  ago,  or  10  years  ago,  and 
then  compare  the  price  of  beef,  wool, 
cotton,  wheat,  or  corn  to  what  it  was 
on  similar  dates,  I  think  the  record  needs 
no  further  defense. 

I  think  it  is  a  great  reflection  upon  the 
Members  of  this  body  who  represent 
sugar-growing  areas  that  the  inference 
should  be  made  that  we  have  been  taken 
in  by  some  mythical  Sugar  Trust.  We 
have  approximately  17,000  small  sugar 
producers  in  the  State  of  Louisiana. 
They  are  familiar  with  this  legislation. 
They  consider  this  legislation  fair.  They 
think  the  sugar  industry  can  expand  and 
grow  under  this  legislation.  They  have 
had  to  make  concessions,  the  beet  peo¬ 
ple  have  had  to  make  concessions,  Ha¬ 
waii  has  had  to  make  concessions,  Cuba 
has  had  to  make  concessions,  Puerto  Rico 
has  had  to  make  concessions — the  Philli- 
pine  treaty  provisions  have  been  lived 
up  to — but  we  have  drafted  a  bill  which 
I  feel  is  fair.  It  will  stabilize  the  indus¬ 
try,  it  will  guarantee  a  fair  price  to  the 
producer,  to  the  farmer,  and  to  the 
worker.  I  want  you  to  think  about  the 
farmers  and  workers  for  just  a  moment. 

Word  came  to  us  that  it  was  contem¬ 
plated  in  this  bill  that  the  guaranteed 
wage  to  the  worker  and  the  guaranteed 
price  to  the  grower  would  be  removed. 
The  gentleman  from  the  Third  District 
of  Louisiana  [Mr.  Domengeatjx]  imme¬ 
diately  presented  our  point  of  view  and 
we  showed  how  these  provisions  had 
worked  harmoniously  in  the  State  of 
Louisiana  and  had  contributed  to  splen¬ 
did  relations  between  the  worker  and  the 
grower  and  between  the  grower  and  the 
processor.  We  are  very  glad  that  the 
committee  is  going  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  maintain  this  practice.  It  has 
been  eminently  fair  social  legislation  in¬ 
sofar  as  the  cane-producing  areas  are 
concerned,  and  we  hope  the  House  will 
adopt  it. 

I,  too,  agree  that  it  is  a  miracle  that 
all  these  interests  have  come  together, 
but  they  have  done  it  through  mutual 
self-sacrifice  and  not  through  a  desire 
to  gouge  any  segment  of  the  American 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


8818 

people.  I  say  that  any  man  who  makes 
charge  to  the  contrary  is  misrepresent¬ 
ing  the  facts. 

When  the  Eightieth  Congress  first 
convened,  it  was  my  inclination  and  pur¬ 
pose  to  propose  that  the  United  States 
market  for  sugar  should  be  first  sup¬ 
plied  by  the  domestic  sugar-producing 
areas.  Whatever  consumption  require¬ 
ments  remained,  it  would  have  been  my 
plan  to  allocate  among  foreign  sugar 
producers,  by  setting  up  quotas  against 
such  areas  each  year. 

In  the  meantime,  at  the  suggestion 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Clinton  P.  Anderson,  the  domestic 
sugar  areas  began  to  hold  meetings  with 
a  view  to  determining  whether  they 
could  reach  an  agreement  upon  a  sugar 
program  which  could  be  supported  by 
the  executive  departments  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment.  It  seemed  to  me  an  impossi¬ 
ble  task,  however  desirable.  In  fact,  the 
chairman  of  the  Agriculture  Committee 
made  a  simiar  statement  at  the  hear¬ 
ings  before  his  committee,  but  what  has 
been  called  a  legislative  miracle  has  been 
performed. 

The  representatives  of  the  industry 
who  worked  hard  and  long  to  bring  about 
this  desirable  result  deserve  to  be  con¬ 
gratulated.  They  have  performed  a 
most  difficult  job  in  such  a  way  as  to 
offer  attractive  provisions  in  the  bill  for 
each  one  of  the  areas,  whether  domestic 
or  foreign. 

In  the  case  of  my  own  State  of  Lou¬ 
isiana,  I  am  supporting  this  bill  be¬ 
cause  it  offers  to  the  producers  of  sugar¬ 
cane  and  of  sugar,  a  satisfactory  pro¬ 
gram  that  will  have  a  stabilizing  effect 
throughout  the  5-year  term  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  act.  Taken  as  a  whole,  it  offers 
to  the  growers  of  sugarcane  a  produc¬ 
tion  in  the  mainland  cane  area  which 
permits  a  very  considerable  increase 
over  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1937.  The  quota  of  500,000  tons  for 
the  mainland  cane  area  should  be  ade¬ 
quate  to  permit  full  crops  each  year 
which  can  be  processed  within  the  exist¬ 
ing  capacity  of  our  sugar  houses.  Pew 
agricultural  crops  have  such  a  prospect 
practically  guaranteed  for  a  period  of 
5  years. 

A  provision  which  impresses  me  as 
being  eminently  fair  is  to  be  found  in 
section  201  which  authorizes  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  make  estimates  of 
consumption  each  year  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  quotas.  This  provision 
seeks  to  maintain  the  relationship  whiGh 
exists  during  1947  between  the  cost  of 
living  and  the  price  of  sugar.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  price  of  sugar  is  still  under 
Government  control.  By  virtue  of  an 
act  of  Congress,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  continuing  the  controls  over 
the  price  of  sugar  which  were  formerly 
exercised  by  OPA.  Recognizing  this 
controlled  price  of  sugar  as  being  fair 
to  the  consumer  as  well  as  reasonable 
for  the  producer  of  sugar,  the  proposed 
bill  seeks  to  maintain  the  relationship 
between  the  cost  of  production  and  the 
price  at  which  sugar  sells.  It  appears  to 
be  somewhat  of  a  paradox  to  state  that 
a  price  which  is  fair  to  the  consumer 
can  nevertheless  be  fair  to  the  producer. 
But,  if  the  price  which  the  producer  is 


to  receive  will  continue  to  reflect  his  cost 
of  production  by  the  use  of  the  cost-of- 
living  index,  then  the  consumer  in  the 
United  States  will  be  protected  against 
the  possibility  of  excessive  prices  such  as 
prevailed  following  World  War  I.  More¬ 
over,  as  the  cost  of  living,  which  means 
the  cost  of  producing  sugar,  is  reduced 
in  the  future,  it  is  fair  to  the  consumer 
that  a  proportionate  reduction  shall  be 
reflected  in  the  price  of  sugar  just  as 
much  as  it  is  fair  for  the  producer  that 
under  a  reduced  cost  of  production,  it  is 
reasonable  for  the  Government  to  antici¬ 
pate  a  decreased  price  for  the  sugar 
product.  Therefore,  I  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  representatives  of 
the  various  elements  of  the  domestic 
sugar  industry  have  adopted  a  very  wise 
and  practical  program  when  they  have 
set  fixed  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas 
and  provided  for  the  remainder  of  the 
consumption  requirements  to  be  supplied 
by  foreign  areas.  I  frankly  did  not  think 
that  it  would  be  possible  to  arrive  at  fixed 
quotas  for  domestic  areas  which  would 
be  acceptable  to  each  of  the  areas.  Hav¬ 
ing  accomplished  this  seemingly  impos¬ 
sible  objective,  I  am  now  able  to  appre¬ 
ciate  the  certainty,  the  assurances,  and 
the  stability  which  this  bill  offers  to  the 
domestic  sugar  industry,  and  at  the  same 
time,  I  am  convinced  that  they  have 
dealt  fairly  and  generously  with  Cuba 
and  the  Philippine  Islands.  In  proof  of 
this  fact,  we  have  the  assurance  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  this  bill  is 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  is  with¬ 
in  the  administration’s  policy  and  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired; 
all  time  has  expired. 

The. Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Title  I — Definitions 

Sec.  101.  For  the  purposes  of  this  act,  ex¬ 
cept  title  V — • 

(a)  The  term  “person”  means  an  indi¬ 
vidual,  partnership,  corporation,  or  associa¬ 
tion. 

(b)  The  term  “sugars”  means  any  grade 
or  type  of  saccharine  product  derived  from 
sugarcane  or  sugar  beets,  which  contains 
sucrose,  dextrose,  or  levulose. 

(c)  The  term  “sugar”  means  raw  sugar  or 
direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  The  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any 
sugars  which  are  principally  of  crystalline 
structure  and  which  are  to  be  further  re¬ 
fined  or  improved  in  quality,  and  any  sugars 
which  are  principally  not  of  crystalline  struc¬ 
ture,  but  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or 
otherwise  improved  in  quality  to  produce  any 
sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(e)  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar” 
means  any  sugars  which  are  principally  of 
crystalline  structure  and  which  are  not  to  be 
further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in 
quality. 

»  (f)  The  term  “liquid  sugar”  means  any 
sugars  (exclusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice  pro¬ 
duced  from  sugarcane  grown  in  continental 
United  States)  which  are  principally  not  of 
crystalline  structure  and  which  contain,  or 
which  are  to  be  used  for  the  production  of 
any  sugars  principally  not  of  crystalline 
structure  which  contain,  soluble  nonsugar 
solids  (excluding  any  foreign  substances  that 
may  have  been  added  or  developed  in  the 
product)  equal  to  6  percent  or  less  of  the 
total  soluble  solids, 

(g)  Sugars  in  dry  amorphous  form  shall 
be  considered  to  be  principally  of  crystalline 
structure. 


July  10 

(h)  The  “raw  value”  of  any  quantity  of 
sugars  means  its  equivalent  in  terms  of  ordi¬ 
nary  commercial  raw  sugar  testing  96  sugar 
degrees  by  the  polariscope,  determined  in 
accordance  with  regulations  to  be  issued  by 
the  Secretary.  The  principal  grades  and 
types  of  sugar  and  liquid  sugar  shall  be 
translated  into  terms  of  raw  value  in  the 
following  manner: 

(1)  For  direct-consumption  sugar,  derived 
from  sugar  beets  and  testing  92  or  more 
sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multi¬ 
plying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by 
1.07; 

(2)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and 
testing  92  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope, 
by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  there¬ 
of  by  0.93; 

(3)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and 
testing  more  than  92  sugar  degrees  by  the 
polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of 
pounds  thereof  by  the  figure  obtained  by  ad¬ 
ding  to  0.93  the  result  of  multiplying  0.0175 
by  the  number  of  degrees  and  fractions  of  a 
degree  of  polarization  above  92°; 

(4)  For  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  testing  less 
than  92  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by 
dividing  the  number  of  pounds  of  the  "total 
sugar  content”  thereof  by  0.972. 

(5)  The  Secretary  may  establish  rates  for 
translating  sugar  and  liquid  sugar  into  terms 
of  raw  value  for  (a)  any  grade  or  type  of 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  not  provided  for  in  the 
foregoing  and  (b)  any  special  grade  or  type 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  for  which  he  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  raw  value  cannot  be  meas¬ 
ured  adequately  under  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graphs  (1)  to  (4),  inclusive,  of  this  sub¬ 
section  (h). 

(i)  The  term  “total  sugar  content”  means 
the  sum  of  the  sucrose  (Clarget)  and  reduc¬ 
ing  or  invert  sugars  contained  in  any  grade 
or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(J)  The  term  “quota,”  depending  upon  the 
context,  means  (1)  that  quantity  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be  brought  or 
imported  into  the  continental  United  States, 
for  consumption  therein,  during  any  calendar 
year,  from  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  a  foreign  coun¬ 
try  or  group  of  foreign  countries;  (2)  that 
quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced 
from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  the 
continental  United  States  which,  during  any 
calendar  year,  may  be  shipped,  transported, 
or  marketed  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in 
competition  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  commerce;  or  (3)  that  quan¬ 
tity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be 
marketed  in  the  Terirtory  of  Hawaii  or  in 
Puerto  Rico,  for  consumption  therein,  dur¬ 
ing  any  calendar  year. 

(k)  The  term  “producer”  means  a  person 
who  is  the  legal  owner,  at  the  time  of  har¬ 
vest  or  abandonment,  of  a  portion  or  all  of 
a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown 
on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar. 

(l)  The  terms  “including”  and  "include” 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  exclude  anything 
not  mentioned  but  otherwise  within  the 
meaning  of  the  term  defined. 

(m)  The  term  "Secretary”  means  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agricuiutre. 

Title  II — Quota  Provisions 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for 
each  calendar  year,  beginning  with  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  1948,  the  amount  of  sugar  needed 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  in 
the  continental  United  States;  such  deter¬ 
minations  shall  be  made  during  the  month  of 
December  in  each  year  for  the  succeeding 
calendar  year  (in  the  case  of  the  calendar 
year  1948,  during  the  first  10  days  thereof) 
and  at  such  other  times  during  such  calendar 
year  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  necessary  to 
meet  such  requirements.  In  making  such 
determinations  the  Secretary  shall  use  as  a 
basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption 
sugar  distributed  for  consumption,  as  indi- 
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cated  by  official  statistics  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  during  the  12-month 
period  ending  October  31  next  preceding  the 
calendar  year  for  which  the  determination 
is  being  made,  and  shall  make  allowances 
for  a  deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of 
sugar,  and  for  changes  in  consumption  be¬ 
cause  of  changes  in  population  and  demand 
conditions,  as  computed  from  statistics  pub¬ 
lished  by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment;  and,  in  order  that  such  determina¬ 
tions  shall  be  made  so  as  to  protect  the 
welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those  engaged 
in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  providing 
such  supply  of  sugar  as  will  be  consumed 
at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessive  to 
consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equi¬ 
tably  maintain  and  protect  the  welfare  of 
the  domestic  sugar  industry,  the  Secretary, 
in  making  any  such  determination,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  consumption,  inventory,  popula¬ 
tion,  and  demand  factors  above  specified  and 
the  level  and  trend  of  consumer  purchasing 
power,  shall  take  into  consideration  the  re¬ 
lationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale 
for  refined  sugar  that  would  result  from 
such  determination  and  the  general  cost  of 
living  in  the  United  States  as  compared  with 
the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale 
for  refined  sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  liv¬ 
ing  in  the  United  States  obtaining  during 
1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price  con¬ 
trol  of  sugar  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’ 
Price  Index  as  published  by  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is 
made,  pursuant  to  section  201,  of  the  amount 
of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  consumers,  the  Secretary  shall  establish 
quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

(a)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas, 
by  apportioning  among  such  areas  4,268,000 
short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 

Short  tons, 


Area  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar -  1,800,000 

Mainland  cane  sugar -  500,  000 

Hawaii _  1,052,000 

Puerto  Rico _  910,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  6,  000 


(b)  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 
in  the  amount  of  952,000  short  tons  of  sugar 
as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine 
Trade  Act  of  1946. 

(c)  For  foreign  countries  other  than  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating 
among  such  areas  an  amount  of  sugar,  raw 
value,  equal  to  the  amount  determined  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the 
quotas  established  pursuant  to  subsections 

(a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  follow¬ 


ing  basis: 

Area  Percent 

Cuba _ 98.  64 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines _  1.36 


The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
shall  be  prorated  among  such  countries  on 
the  basis  of  the  division  of  the  quota  for 
such  countries  made  in  General  Sugar  Quota 
Regulations,  Series  4,  No.  1,  issued  December 
12,  1936,  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act,  as  amended. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions 
of  this  title  II,  in  the  event  the  quota  estab¬ 
lished  for  Cuba,  including  any  and  all  defi¬ 
cits  allotted  or  prorated  to  Cuba  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  section  204  (a),  shall 
be  a  smaller  proportion  of  the  total  amount 
of  sugar  which  the  Secretary  determines  is 
needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  continental  United  States  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  of  this  act,  than  the 
quota  which  would  have  been  established 
for  Cuba  upon  such  consumptive  estimate 
under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (b)  of 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  quotas  for  domes¬ 


tic  sugar-producing  areas  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  other  provisions  of  this  title  II 
shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  by  such  amounts 
as  are  required  to  establish  such  quota  for 
Cuba  and  the  amounts  by  which  such  do¬ 
mestic  sugar-producing  quotas  are  so  re¬ 
duced  shall  be  added  to  the  quota  for  Cuba, 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any 
foreign  country  denies  fair  and  equitable 
treatment  to  the  nationals  of  the  United 
States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry, 
and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary 
shall  have  authority  to  withhold  or  withdraw 
any  increase  in  the  share  of  the  domestic 
consumption  requirements  provided  for  such 
country  by  this  act  as  compared  with  the 
share  allowed  under  section  202  (b)  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937:  Provided,  That  any 
amount  of  sugar  so  withheld  or  withdrawn 
shall  be  prorated  to  domestic  areas  on  the 
basis  of  existing  quotas  for  such  areas  and 
the  Secretary  shall  revise  such  quotas  ac¬ 
cordingly:  Provided  further,  That  any  por¬ 
tion  of  such  amount  of  sugar  which  cannot 
be  supplied  by  domestic .  areas  may  be  pro¬ 
rated  to  foreign  countries  other  than  a  coun¬ 
try  which  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  has 
denied  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  na¬ 
tionals  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  203.  In  accordance  with  such  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  201  as  he  deems  applicable, 
the  Secretary  shall  also  determine  the 
amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  consumers  in  the  Territory  of 
Hawaii,  and  in  Puerto  Rico,  and  shall  estab¬ 
lish  quotas  for  the  amounts  of  sugar  which 
may  be  marketed  for  local  consumption  in 
such  areas  equal  to  the  amounts  determined 
to  be  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
consumers  therein. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  from 
time  to  time  during  the  calendar  year,  de¬ 
termine  whether,  in  view  of  the  current  in¬ 
ventories  of  sugar,  the  estimated  production 
from  the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets 
planted,  the  normal  marketings  within  a 
calendar  year  of  new-crop  sugar,  and  other 
pertinent  factors,  any  domestic  area,  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines,  or  Cuba,  will  be 
unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area. 
If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area 
or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota 
for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  then  cur¬ 
rent,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  the  do¬ 
mestic  areas  and  Cuba  by  prorating  an 
amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so  de¬ 
termined  to  the  other  such  areas  on  the 
basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect:  Provided, 
however,  That  domestic  areas  shall  not  share 
in  any  deficit  of  any  domestic  area  if  the 
then  outstanding  determination  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  made  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the 
act  is  less  than  7,000,000  short  tons,  raw 
value.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines  will  be  unable  to 
market  the  quota  for  such  area  for  the  calen¬ 
dar  year  then  current,  he  shall  revise  the 
quotas  for  Cuba  and  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar  equal 
to  the  deficit  so  determined,  as  follows : 

Percent 


To  Cuba _  95 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba 

and  the  Republic  of  the  Philppines-  5 


Provided,  however,  That  whenever  the  quota 
for  Cuba  established  under  the  provisions 
of  this  act  other  than  section  202  (d)  is  less 
than  the  amount  required  by  the  provisions 
of  section  202  (d)  of  this  act,  such  prora¬ 
tions  shall  be  as  follows: 

Percent 

To  Cuba _ _ _  98.64 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba 

and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines.  1.  36 
Any  portion  of  such  Philippine  deficit  which 
the  Secretary  determines  cannot  be  supplied 
by  Cuba  shall  be  prorated  to  foreign  coun¬ 


tries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines.  No  part  of  any  Philippine 
deficit  so  prorated  may  be  filled  by  direct- 
consumption  sugar. 

(b)  If,  on  the  1st  day  of  September  in  any 
calendar  year,  any  part  or  all  of  the  pro¬ 
ration  to  any  foreign  country  of  the  quota 
for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  established 
under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (c)  has 
not  been  filled,  the  Secretary  may  revise  the 
proration  of  such  quota  among  such  foreign 
countries  by  allotting  an  amount  of  sugar 
equal  to  such  unfilled  proration  to  such  for¬ 
eign  countries  as  have  filled  their  prorations 
of  such  quota  by  such  date. 

(c)  The  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines,  Cuba,  or  other 
foreign  countries  as  established  under  the 
provisions  of  section  202  shall  not  be  reduced 
by  reason  of  any  determination  of  a  deficit 
existing  in  any  calendar  year  under  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this 
section  204. 

(d)  Any  proration  among  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
be  on  such  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  deter¬ 
mine. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  allotment  of  any  quota,  or  proration 
thereof,  established  for  any  area  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  is  necessary  to 
assure  an  orderly  and  adequate  flow  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  in  the  channels  of  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce,  or  to  prevent  disorderly 
marketing  or  importation  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar,  or  to  maintain  a  continuous  and 
stable  supply  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to 
afford  all  interested  persons  an  equitable  op¬ 
portunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
within  any  area’s  quota,  after  such  hearing 
and  upon  such  notice  as  he  may  by  regula¬ 
tions  prescribe,  he  shall  make  allotments  of 
such  quota  or  proration  thereof  by  allotting 
to  persons  who  market  or  import  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  for  such  periods  as  he  may 
designate,  the  quantities  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  which  each  such  person  may  market 
in  continental  United  States,  the  Territory 
of  Hawaii,  or  Puerto  Rico,  or  may  import  or 
bring  into  continental  United  States,  for 
consumption  therein.  Allotments  shall  be 
made  in  such  manner  and  in  such  amounts 
as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient,  and  equitable 
distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration 
thereof,  by  taking  into  consideration  the 
pfocessings  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  to  which  propor¬ 
tionate  shares,  determined  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  302, 
pertained:  the  past  marketings  or  importa¬ 
tions  of  each  such  person;  and  the  ability 
of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that 
portion  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof 
allotted  to  him.  The  Secretary  may  also, 
upon  such  hearing  and  notice  as  he  may  by 
regulations  prescribe,  revise  or  amend  any 
such  allotment  upon  the  same  basis  as  the 
initial  allotment  was  made. 

(b)  An  appeal  may  be  taken,  in  the  man¬ 
ner  hereinafter  provided  from  any  decision 
making  such  allotments,  or  revisions  thereof, 
to  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  in  any  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  cases: 

( 1 )  By  any  applicant  for  an  allotment 
whose  application  shall  have  been  denied. 

(2)  By  any  person  aggrieved  by  reason. of 
any  decision  of  the  Secretary  granting  or 
revising  any  allotment  made  to  him. 

(c)  Such  appeal  shall  be  taken  by  filing 
with  said  court,  within  20  days  after  the 
decision  complained  of  is  effective  notice  in 
writing  of  said  appeal  and  a  statement  of 
the  reasons  therefor,  together  with  proof  of 
service  of  a  true  copy  of  said  notice  and 
statement  upon  the  Secretary.  Unless  a 
later  date  is  specified  by  the  Secretary  as  part 
of  his  decision,  the  decision  complained 
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of  shall  be  considered  to  be  effective  as  of 
the  date  on  which  public  announcement 
of  the  decision  is  made  at  the  office  of  the 
S  cretary  in  the  city  of  Washington.  The 
Secretary  shall  thereupon,  and  in  any  event 
not  later  than  10  days  from  the  date  of  such 
service  upon  him,  mail  or  otherwise  deliver 
a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal  to  each  per¬ 
son  shown  by  the  records  of  the  Secretary  to 
be  interested  in  such  appeal  and  to  have 
a  right  to  intervene  therein  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section,  and  shall  at  all  times 
thereafter  permit  any  such  person  to  inspect 
and  make  copies  of  appellants’  reasons  for 
said  appeal  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in 
the  city  of  Washington.  Within  30  days 
after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  the  Secretary 
shall  file  with  the  court  the  originals  or 
certified  copies  of  all  papers  and  evidence 
presented  to  him  upon  the  hearing  involved, 
a  like  copy  of  his  decision  thereon,  a  full 
statement  in  writing  of_  the  facts  and 
giounds  for  his  decisions  as  found  and 
given  by  him  and  a  list  of  all  interested 
persons  to  whom  he  has  mailed  or  other¬ 
wise  delivered  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  ap¬ 
peal. 

(d)  Within  30  days  after  the  filing  of  said 
appeal  any  interested  person  may  intervene 
and  participate  in  the  proceedings  had  upon 
said  appeal  by  filing  with  the  court  a  notice 
of  intention  to  intervene  and  a  verified 
statement  showing  the  nature  of  the  inter¬ 
est  of  such  party  together  with  proof  of 
service  of  true  copies  of  said  notice  and 
statement,  both  upon  the  appellant  and 
upon  the  Secretary.  Any  person  who  would 
be  aggrieved  or  whose  interests  would  be 
adversely  affected  by  reversal  or  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  com¬ 
plained  of  shall  be  considered  an  interested 
party. 

(e)  At  the  earliest  convenient  time  the 
court  shall  hear  and  determine  the  appeal 
upon  the  record  before  it,  and  shall  have 
power,  upon  such  record,  to  enter  a  judg¬ 
ment  affirming  or  reversing  the  decision,  and 
if  it  enters  an  order  reversing  the  decision 
of  the  Secretary  it  shall  remand  the  case  to 
the  Secretary  to  carry  out  the  judgment  of 
the  court:  Provided,  however,  That  the  re¬ 
view  by  the  court  shall  be  limited  to  ques¬ 
tions  of  law  and  that  findings  of  fact  by  the 
Secretary,  if  supported  by  substantial  evi¬ 
dence,  shall  be  conclusive  unless  it  shall 
clearly  appear  that  the  findings  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  are  arbitrary  or  capricious.  The 
court’s  judgment  shall  be  final,  subject,  how¬ 
ever,  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  upon  writ  of  certiorari  on  peti¬ 
tion  therefor,  under  section  240  of  the  Judi¬ 
cial  Code,  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  28,  sec. 
347),  by  appellant,  by  the  Secretary,  or  by 
any  interested  party  intervening  in  the  ap¬ 
peal. 

(f)  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  enter 
judgment  for  costs  in  favor  of  or  against 
an  appellant,  and  other  interested  parties 
intervening  in  said  appeal,  but  not  against 
the  Secretary,  depending  upon  the  nature  of 
the  issues  involved  in  such  appeal  and  the 
outcome  thereof. 

Sec.  206.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tions  207  and  408  relating  to  the  suspension 
of  quotas,  sugar  quotas  shall  be  established 
pursuant  to  this  act  for  the  calendar  year 
1848  within  10  days  after  effective  date  of 
this  act. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Not  more  than  29,616  short 
tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  for 
any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct- 
consumption  sugar. 

(b)  Not  more  than  126,033  short  tons,  raw 
value,  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  for  any 
calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar. 

(c)  None  of  the  quota  for  the  Virgin 
Islands  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled 
by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  Not  more  than  66,000  short  tons  of 
sugar  of  the  quota  for  the  Republic  of  the 


Philippines  for  any  calendar  year  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  as  speci¬ 
fied  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade 
Act  of  1946. 

(e)  Not  more  than  375,000  short  tons,  raw 
value,  of  the  quota  for  Cuba  for  any  cal¬ 
endar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consump¬ 
tion  sugar. 

(f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  quotas  established  under  section 
203  for  marketing  for  local  consumption  in 
Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico. 

(g)  The  direct-consumption  portions  of 
the  quotas  established  pursuant  to  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  the  enforcement  provisions  of  title 
II  applicable  thereto,  shall  continue  in  effect 
and  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  section  409  of  this 
act  unless  the  President  acting  thereunder 
specifically  finds  and  proclaims  that  a  na¬ 
tional  economic  or  other  emergency  exists 
with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which 
requires  the  suspension  of  direct-consump¬ 
tion  portions  of  the  quotas. 

Sec.  208.  Quotas  for  liquid  sugar  for  foreign 
countries  for  each  calendar  year  are  hereby 
established  as  follows: 

In  terms  of  wine 
gallons  of  72-percent 
Country:  total  sugar  content 


Cuba _  7,  970,  558 

Dominican  Republic _  830,  894 

Other  foreign  countries _  0 


Sec.  209.  All  persons  are  hereby  pro¬ 
hibited — 

(a)  From  bringing  or  importing  into  the 
continental  United  States  from  the  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii,  Fureto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands,  or  foreign  counties,  (1)  any  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  after  the  applicable  quota,  or 
the  proration  of  any  such  quota,  has  been 
filled,  or  (2)  any  direct-consumption  sugar 
after  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  any 
such  quota  has  been  filled; 

(b)  From  shipping,  transporting,  or  mar¬ 
keting  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  com¬ 
petition  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped, 
transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  or  for¬ 
eign  commerce,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
grown  in  either  the  domestic-beet-sugar  area 
or  the  mainland  cane-sugar  area  after  the 
quota  for  such  area  has  been  filled; 

(c)  From  marketing  in  either  the  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii  or  Puerto  Rico,  for  consump¬ 
tion  therein,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  after 
the  quota  therefor  has  been  filled; 

(d)  From  exceeding  allotments  of  any 
quota,  direct-consumption  portion  of  any 
quota,  or  proration  of  any  quota,  made  to 
them  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  determinations  provided 
for  in  sections  201  and  203,  and  all  quotas, 
prorations,  and  allotments,  except  quotas  es¬ 
tablished  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tio'n  208,  shall  be  made  or  established  in 
terms  of  raw  value. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  liquid 
sugar,  except  that  imported  from  foreign 
countries,  shall  be  included  with  sugar  in 
making  the  determinations  provided  for  in 
sections  201  and  203  and  in  the  establish¬ 
ment  or  revision  of  quotas,  prorations,  and 
allotments. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  raw-value  equivalent  of 
any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  any  form,  includ¬ 
ing  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  manufactured 
products,  exported  from  the  continental 
United  States  under  the  provisions  of  section 
313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  be  credited 
against  any  changes  which  shall  have  been 
made  in  respect  to  the  applicable  quota  or 
proration  for  the  country  of  origin.  The 
country  of  origin  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in 
respect  to  which  any  credit  shall  be  estab¬ 
lished  shall  be  that  country  in  respect  to  im¬ 
portation  from  which  draw-back  of  the  ex¬ 
ported  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  has  been 
claimed.  Sugar  or  liquid  sugar  entered  into 
the  continental  United  States  under  an  ap¬ 
plicable  bond  established  pursuant  to  or¬ 


ders  or  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary, 
for  the  express  purpose  of  subequently  ex¬ 
porting  the  equivalent  quantity  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  as  such,  or  in  manufactured  ar¬ 
ticles,  shall  not  be  charged  against  the  appli¬ 
cable  quota  or  proration  for  the  country  of 
origin. 

(b)  Exportation  within  the  meaning  of 
sections  309  and  313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930 
shall  be  considered  to  be  exportation  within 
the  meaning  of  this  section. 

(c)  The  quota  established  for  any  domestic 
sugar-producing  area  may  be  filled  only  with 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  such  area: 
Provided,  however.  That  any  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  admitted  free  of  duty  from  the  Virgin 
Islands  under  the  act  of  Congress  approved 
March  3,  1917  (39  Stat.  1133),  may  be  ad¬ 
mitted  within  the  quota  for  the  Virgin 
Islands. 

Sec.  212.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall 
not  apply  to  (1)  the  first  10  short  tons,  raw 
value,  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported  from 
any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  cal¬ 
endar  year;  (2)  the  first  10  short  tons,  raw 
value,  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported  from 
any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any 
calendar  year  for  religious,  sacramental,  edu¬ 
cational,  or  experimental  purposes;  (3)  liquid 
sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country, 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines,  in  individual  sealed  containers 
of  such  capacity  as  the  Secretary  may  deter¬ 
mine,  not  in  excess  of  one  and  one-tenth 
gallons  each;  or  (4)  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
imported,  brought  into,  or  produced  or  manu¬ 
factured  in  the  United  States  for  the  distil¬ 
lation  of  alcohol,  or  for  livestock  feed,  or  for 
the  production  of  livestock  feed. 

Title  III — Conditional-Payment  Provisions 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
make  payments  on  the  following  conditions 
with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  com¬ 
mercially  recoverable  from  the  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extrac¬ 
tion  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar: 

(a)  That  no  child  under  the  age  of  14 
years  shall  have  been  employed  or  permitted 
to  work  on  the  farm,  whether  for  gain  to 
such  child  or  any  other  person,  in  the  pro¬ 
duction,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  a  crop 
of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  with  respect  to 
which  application  for  payment  is  made,  er- 
cept  a  member  of  the  immediate  family  of  a 
person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less 
than  40  percent  of  the  crop  at  the  time  such 
work  was  performed;  and  that  no  child 
between  the  ages  of  14  and  16  years  shall 
have  been  employed  or  permitted  to  do  such 
work,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any 
other  person,  for  a  longer  period  than  8 

)  hours  in  any  one  day,  except  a  member  of 
the  immediate  family  of  a  person  who  was 
a  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40  percent  of 
the  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  per¬ 
formed.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make 
payments,  notwithstanding  a  failure  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  conditions  provided  in  this  sub¬ 
section,  but  the  payments  made  with  respect 
to  any  crop  shall  be  subject  to  a  deduction 
of  $10  for  each  child  for  each  day,  or  a  por¬ 
tion  of  a  day,  during  which  such  child  was 
employed  or  permitted  to  work  contrary  to 
the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

(b)  That  there  shall  not  have  been  mar¬ 
keted  (or  processed)  an  amount  (in  terms 
of  planted  acreage,  weight,  or  recoverable 
sugar  content)  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  to  be  marketed 
in,  or  so  as  to  compete  with  or  otherwise 
directly  affect  interstate  or  foreign  com¬ 
merce,  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share 
for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302, 
of  the  total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  required  to  be  processed  to  enable  the 
area  In  which  such  sugar  bgets  or  sugarcane 
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are  produced  to  meet  the  quota  (and  provide 
a  normal  carry-over  inventory)  as  estimated 
by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  during  which  the  larger  part  of 
the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop  nor¬ 
mally  would  be  marketed. 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  with  respect  to  which  payment  may 
be  made  shall  be  the  amount  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  from  the  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and 
marketed  (or  processed  by  the  producer)  not 
in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the 
farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the 
quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  for  the 
extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  required 
to  be  processed  to  enable  the  producing  area 
in  which  the  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  is  grown  to  meet  the  quota  (and  pro¬ 
vide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory)  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the 
calendar  year  during  which  the  larger  part 
of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop 
normally  would  be  marketed. 

(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate 
shares  with  respect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary 
may  take  into  consideration  the  past  produc¬ 
tion  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar¬ 
cane  marketed  (or  processed)  for  the  extrac¬ 
tion  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  and  the  ability 
to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane, 
and  the  Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practica¬ 
ble,  protect  the  interests  of  new  producers 
and  small  producers  and  the  interests  of 
producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  ten¬ 
ants,  adherent  planters,  or  share  croppers. 

(c)  Payments  shall  be  effective  with  re¬ 
spect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially 
recoverable  from  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
grown  on  a  farm  commencing  with  the  crop 
year  1948. 

Sec.  303.  In  addition  to  the  amount  of 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  with  respect  to  which 
payments  are  authorized  under  subsection 

(a)  of  section  302,  the  Secretary  is  also 
authorized  to  make  payments,  on  the  condi¬ 
tions  provided  in  section  301,  with  respect  to 
bona  fide  abandonment  of  planted  acreage 
and  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage, 
resulting  from  drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze, 
disease,  or  insects,  which  cause  such  dam¬ 
age  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  crop 
of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  in  the  same  fac¬ 
tory  district  (as  established  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary)  ,  county,  parish,  municipality,  or  local 
producing  area,  as  determined  in  accordance 
with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary,  on 
the  following  quantities  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar:  (1)  With  respect  to  such  bona  fide 
abandonment  of  each  planted  acre  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane,  one-third  of  the  normal 
yield  of  commercially  recoverable  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  per  acre  for  the  farm,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary:  and  (2)  with  respect 
to  such  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acre¬ 
age  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  the  excess 
of  80  percent  of  the  normal  yield  of  com¬ 
mercially  recoverable  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
for  such  acreage  for  the  farm,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  over  the  actual  yield. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  The  amount  of  the  base  rate 
of  payment  shall  be  80  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  raw  value. 

(b)  All  payments  shall  be  calculated  with 
respect  to  a  farm  which,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  act,  shall  be  a  farming  unit  as  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary,  and  in  making  such  deter¬ 
minations,  the  Secretary  shall  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  use  of  common  work  stock, 
equipment,  labor,  management,  and  other 
pertinent  factors. 

(c)  The  total  payment  with  respect  to  a 
farm  shall  be  the  product  of  the  base  rate 
specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
multiplied  by  the  amount  of  sugar  and  liquid 
sugar,  raw  value,  with  respect  to  which  pay¬ 
ment  is  to  be  made,  except  that  reduction 
shall  be  made  from  such  total  payment  in 


accordance  with  the  following  scale  of 
reductions: 


That  portion  of  the 
quantity  of  sugar  and 
liquid  sugar.which  is 
included  within  the 
following  intervals  of 
short  tons,  raw  value : 


Reduction  in  the 
base  rate  of  pay¬ 
ment  per  hun¬ 
dredweight  of 
such  portion 


350  to  700 _ $0.  05 

700  to  1,000 _ _ _  .10 

1,000  to  1,500 _  .20 

1,500  to  3,000 _  .25 

3,000  to  6,000... . .275 

6,000  to  12,000 _  .30 

12,000  to  30,000 _  .325 

More  than  30,000 _  .  50 


(d)  Application  for  payment  shall  be  made 
by,  and  payments  shall  be  made  to,  the 
producer  or,  in  the  event  of  his  death,  dis¬ 
appearance,  or  incompetency,  his  legal  repre¬ 
sentative,  or  heirs:  Provided,  however.  That 
all  producers  on  the  farm  shall  signify  in  the 
application  for  payment  the  percentage  of 
the  total  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm 
to  be  made  to  each  producer:  And  provided 
Jurther,  That  payments  may  made,  (1)  in 
the  event  of  the  death,  disappearance,  or  in¬ 
competency  of  a  producer,  to  such  bene¬ 
ficiary  as  the  producer  may  designate  in  the 
application  for  payment;  (2)  to  one  pro¬ 
ducer  of  a  group  of  two  or  more  producers, 
provided  all  producers  on  the  farm  designate 
such  producer  in  the  application  for  pay¬ 
ment  as  sole  recipient  for  their  benefit  of  the 
payment  with  respect  to  the  farm;  or  (3)  to  a 
person  who  is  not  a  producer,  provided  such 
person  controls  the  land  included  within  the 
farm  with  respect  to  which  the  application 
for  payment  is  made  and  is  designated  by 
the  sole  producer  (or  all  producers)  on  the 
farm,  as  sole  recipient  for  his  or  their  bene¬ 
fit,  of  the  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm. 

Sec.  305.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
titles  II  and  III  of  this  act,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  utilize  local  committees  of 
sugar  beet  or  sugarcane  producers,  State  and 
county  agricultural  conservation  commit¬ 
tees,  or  the  Agricultural  Extension  Service 
and  other  agencies,  and  the  Secretary  may 
prescribe  that  all  or  a  part  of  the  expenses  of 
such  committees  may  be  deducted  from  the 
payments  herein  authorized. 

Sec.  306.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis 
for  any  payment,  or  the  amount  thereof  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  made  under  this  tile,  officially 
determined  in  conformity  with  rules  or 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall 
be  reviewable  only  by  the  Secretary,  and  his 
determinations  with  respect  thereto  shall  be 
final  and  conclusive. 

Sec.  307.  This  title  shall  apply  to  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  the  Territory  of 
Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 


Title  IV — General  Provisions 


Sec.  401.  For  the  purposes  of  this  act,  the 
Secretary  may  make  such  expenditures  as  he 
deems  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  act,  including  personal  services  and 
rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  else¬ 
where. 

Sec.  402.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  each  fiscal  year  for  the 
purposes  and  administration  of  this  act  the 
funds  necessary  to  make  the  payments  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  title  III  of  this  act  and  such  other 
amounts  as  the  Congress  determines  to  be 
necessary  for  such  fiscal  year  to  carry  out 
the  other  provisions  of  the  act. 

(b)  All  funds  available  for  carrying  out 
this  act  shall  be  available  for  allotment  to 
the  bureaus  and  offices  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  for  transfer  to  such  other 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  as  the 
Secretary  may  request  to  cooperate  or  assist 
in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

(c)  The  funds  made  available  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  enabling  the  Secretary  to  carry  into 
effect  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937, 
as  amended,  during  the  fiscal  year  1948  are 


also  hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary 
for  purposes  of  administration  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act  during  the  fiscal  year  1948. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  The  Secretary  Is  authorized 
to  make  such  orders  or  regulations,  which 
shall  have  the  force  and  effect  of  law,  as  may 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  powers -vested 
in  him  by  this  act.  Any  person  knowingly 
violating  any  order  or  regulation  of  the 
Secretary  issued  pursuant  to  this  act  shall, 
upon  conviction,  be  punished,  by  a  fine  of 
not  more  than  $100  for  each  such  violation. 

(b)  Each  determination  issued  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  in  connection  with  quotas  and  deficits 
under  title  II  or  payments  under  title  III 
of  this  act  shall  be  promptly  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  shall  be  accompanied 
by  a  statement  of  the  bases  and  considera¬ 
tions  upon  which  such  determination  was 
made. 

Sec.  404.  The  several  district  courts  of  the 
United  States  are  hereby  vested  with  Juris¬ 
diction  specifically  to  enforce,  and  to  pre¬ 
vent  and  restrain  any  person  from  violating, 
the  provisions  of  this  act  or  of  any  order  or 
regulation  made  or  issued  pursuant  to  this 
act.  If  and  when  the  Secretary  shall  so  re¬ 
quest,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several 
district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in 
their  respective  districts,  to  institute  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  enforce  the  remedies  and  to  col¬ 
lect  the  penalties  and  forfeitures  provided 
for  in  this  act.  The  remedies  provided  for  in 
this  act  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  ex¬ 
clusive  of,  any  of  the  remedies  or  penalties 
existing  at  law  or  in  equity. 

Sec.  405.  Any  person  who  knowingly  vio¬ 
lates,  or  attempts  to  violate,  or  who  know¬ 
ingly  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of, 
any  of  the  provisions  of  section  209,  or  any 
person  who  brings  or  imports  into  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States  direct-consumption 
sugar  after  the  quantities  specified  in  sec¬ 
tion  207  have  been  filled,  shall  forfeit  to  the 
United  States  the  sum  equal  to  three  times 
the  market  value,  at  the  time  of  the  com¬ 
mission  of  any  such  act,  (a)  of  that  quan¬ 
tity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  by  which  any 
quota,  proration,  or  allotment  is  exceeded,  or 
(b)  of  that  quantity  brought  or  imported 
into  the  continental  United  States  after  the 
quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been 
filled,  which  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable 
in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States. 

Sec.  406.  All  persons  engaged  in  the  manu¬ 
facturing,  marketing,  or  transportation  or  in¬ 
dustrial  use  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  and 
having  information  which  the  Secretary 
deems  necessary  to  enable  him  to  administer 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall,  upon  the 
request  of  the  Secretary,  furnish  him  with 
such  information.  Any  person  willfully  fail¬ 
ing  or  refusing  to  furnish  such  information 
or  furnishing  willfully  any  false  information, 
shall  upon  conviction  be  subject  to  a  penalty 
of  not  more  than  $1,000  for  each  such 
violation. 

Sec.  407.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in 
any  official  capacity  in  the  administration 
of  this  act,  invest  or  speculate  in  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  contracts  relating  thereto,  or 
the  stock  or  membership  interests  of  any 
association  or  corporation  engaged  in  the 
production  or  manufacturing  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar.  Any  person  violating  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  upon  conviction  thereof  be  fined 
not  more  than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  not 
more  than  S  years,  or  both. 

Sec.  408.  Whenever  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act  the  President  finds  and 
proclaims  that  a  national  economic  or  other 
emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  he  shall  by  proclamation  sus¬ 
pend  the  operation,  except  as  provided  in 
section  207  of  this  act,  of  all  the  provisions 
of  title  II  above,  and,  thereafter,  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  such  title  shall  continue  in  suspense 
>  until  the  President  finds  and  proclaims  that 
the  facts  which  occasioned  such  suspension 
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no  longer  exist.  The  Secretary  shall  make 
such  investigations  and  reports  thereon  to 
the  President  as  may  be  necessary  to  aid 
him  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  409.  Whenever  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  action  is  necessary  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  the  purposes  of  this  act,  he  is  au¬ 
thorized,  if  first  requested  by  individuals 
or  associations  constituting  or  representing 
a  substantial  proportion  of  the  persons  af¬ 
fected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar- 
producing  areas,  to  make  for  such  area  sur¬ 
veys  and  investigations  to  the  extent  he 
deems  necessary,  including  the  holding  of 
public  hearings,  and  to  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  (a)  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  contracts  between  the  pro¬ 
ducers  and  processors  of  sugar  beets  and 
sugarcane  in  such  area  and  (b)  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  contracts  between  laborers 
and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
in  such  area.  In  carrying  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  information  shall  not 
be  made  public  with  respect  to  the  individ¬ 
ual  operations  of  any  processor,  producer,  or 
laborer. 

Sec.  410.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
conduct  surveys,  investigations,  and  research 
relating  to  the  conditions  and  factors  af¬ 
fecting  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  act  and  for 
the  benefit  of  agriculture  generally  in  any 
area.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  ex¬ 
isting  law,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
make  public  such  information  as  he  deems 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
act. 

Sec.  411.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secre¬ 
tary  under  this  act  shall  terminate  on  De¬ 
cember  81,  1952,  except  that  the  Secretary 
shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 
title  IH  under  programs  applicable  to  the 
crop  year  1952  and  previous  crop  years. 

Sec.  412.  The  provisions  of  this  act,  except 
where  an  earlier  effective  date  is  provided 
for  herein,  shall  become  effective  January 
1,  1948.  As  provided  in  section  513  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested  in  the 
Secretary  under  that  act  shall  terminate  on 
December  31,  1947,  except  that  the  Secretary 
shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 
title  III  of  that  act  under  programs  there¬ 
under  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1947  and 
previous  crop  years. 

Title  V — Amendments  to  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code 

Sec.  501.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3507 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  (relating  to 
the  definition  of  “manufactured  sugar’’)  is 
amended  by  inserting  in  the  parenthesis  after 
the  word  “added”  therein  the  following:  “or 
developed  in  the  product”. 

(b)  Section  3503  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  (relating  to  termination  of  taxes)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  3508.  Termination  of  Taxes 

“No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  their  chap¬ 
ter  on  the  manufacture,  use,  or  importation 
of  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of 
sugar  after  June  30,  1953.  Notwithstanding 
the  provisions  of  section  3490  or  3500,  no  tax 
shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  with 
respect  to  unsold  sugar  held  by  a  manufac¬ 
turer  on  June  30,  1953,  or  with  respect  to 
sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of 
sugar  held  in  customs  custody  or  control  on 
such  date. 

"With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  com¬ 
posed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  upon  which  tax 
imposed  under  section  3500  has  been  paid  and 
which,  on  June  30,  1953,  are  held  by  the 
importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other  dis¬ 
position,  there  shall  be  refunded  (without 
interest)  to  such  importer,  subject  to  such 
regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Customs  with  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary,  an  amount  equal  to  the  tax 
paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar  or  articles 
composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar.” 


(c)  The  amendments  to  the  Internal  Rev¬ 
enue  Code  provided  for  in  this  section  shall 
become  effective  upon  the  first  day  of  the 
second  month  following  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  act. 

Mr.  HOPE  (interrupting  the  reading 
of  the  bill).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  may  be 
considered  as  read  and  that  amendments 
to  any  section  may  be  in  order  at  this 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  desire  to  offer  any 
amendment? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hope:  On  page 
16,  line  25,  strike  out  “409”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “408.” 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  simply  to  correct  a  cleri¬ 
cal  mistake,  and  I  am  directed  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  to  offer  it  as 
a  committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  an¬ 
other  committee  amendment  which  I 
offer. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hope:  On  page 
22.  following  line  3,  insert  a  new  subsection 
(c)  to  follow  section  301,  as  follows: 

“(c)  (1)  That  all  persons  employed  on  the 
farm  in  the  production,  cultivation,  or  har¬ 
vesting  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  with 
respect  to  which  an  application  for  payment 
is  made  shall  have  been  paid  in  full  for  all 
such  work,  and  shall  have  been  paid  wages 
therefor  at  rates  not  less  than  those  that 
may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
fair  and  reasonable  after  investigation  and 
due  notice  and  opportunity  for  public  hear¬ 
ing:  and  in  making  such  determinations  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the 
standards  therefor  formerly  established  by 
him  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 
as  amended,  and  the  differences  in  condi¬ 
tions  among  various  producing  areas:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however.  That  a  payment  which  would 
be  payable  except  for  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subparagraph  may  be  made, 
as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  in  such 
manner  that  the  laborer  will  receive  an 
amount,  insofar  as  such  payment  will  suffice, 
equal  to  the  amount  of  the  accrued  unpaid 
wages  for  such  work,  and  that  the  producer 
will  receive  the  remainder,  if  any,  of  such 
payment. 

“(2)  That  the  producer  on  the  farm  who 
is  also,  directly  or  indirectly,  a  processor  of 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  as  may  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary,  shall  have  paid, 
or  contracted  to  pay  under  either  purchase 
or  toll  agreements,  for  any  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  grown  by  other  producers  and 
processed  by  him  at  rates  not  less  than  those 
that  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 
be  fair  and  reasonable  after  investigation 
and  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  public 
hearing. 

“(3)  Subparagraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this 
subsection  (c)  shall  apply,  and  the  Secretary 
shall  make  determinations  thereunder,  with 
respect  to  any  domestic  sugar-producing 
area  only  (i)  if  producers  in  such  area,  who 
are  also  processors,  produce  in  excess  of  5 
percent  of  the  total  production  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  in  such  area,  and  also  (ii) 
if  request  for  such  determinations  is  first 
made  by  persons  constituting,  or  represent¬ 
ing,  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  pro¬ 
ducers,  processers,  or  laborers  in  such  area 


who  would  be  affected  by  such  determina¬ 
tions:  Provided,  however,  That  in  the  case 
of  the  mainland  cane-sugar  area,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection  (c)  shall  apply 
separately  to  the  State  of  Florida  and  Loui¬ 
siana.” 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  has  already  been  discussed  l 
to  some  extent.  It  provides  for  payment  \ 
of  fair  wages  as  a  condition  to  receiving 
payments  by  the  producers,  and  also 
provides  that  producers  who  are  also 
processors  shall  not  be  eligible  to  receive 
subsidy  payment  unless  it  is  shown  they 
have  paid  a  fair  price  to  producers  from 
whom  they  have  purchased  beets  or  cane. 
The  amendment  as  drawn  is  conditional 
to  this  extent:  It  does  not  apply  in  any 
producing  area  where  less  than  5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  production  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  is  produced  by  proc¬ 
essors,  and  it  is  not  applicable  until  a 
request  for  a  determination  as  to  prices 
and  wages  is  made  by  persons  constitut¬ 
ing  or  representing  a  substantial  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  producers,  processors,  or  la¬ 
borers  in  such  area. 

Mr.  PACE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  PACE.  Would  not  the  gentleman 
want  at  that  point — inasmuch  as  it  is 
not  incorporated  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port — to  give  an  interpretation  as  to  the 
meaning  he  understands  the  Secretary 
will  give  to  the  term  “substantial  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  producers,  processors,  or  la¬ 
borers?” 

Mr.  HOPE.  It  is  my  understanding, 
and  I  know  it  was  the  intent  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  that  this  amendment  would  be 
put  into  operation  when  any  substantial 
number  applied,  and  by  that  I  mean  | 
enough  to  show  general  interest  in  the 
matter.  j 

Mr.  PACE.  As  I  understood  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  even  if  a  small  group  would  ask  j 
for  it — it  would  not  have  to  be  one-third  J 
or  one-fourth — but  if  a  small  group 
asked  for  it,  he  would  make  it  operative. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  sure  if  any  group 
which  was  at  all  representative,  either 
in  numbers  or  area  or  production,  should 
make  application  that  it  would  be  acted 
upon  by  the  Secretary.  It  would  not  \ 
have  to  be  a  large  group  as  I  interpret  it.  \ 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  In  other  words,  let 
us  take  a  given  factory  area  consisting, 
say,  of  approximately  10,000  acres,  where 
a  local  group  of  farmers  organized  as  a 
beet-sugar  growers  association  is  in 
operation.  They  may  be  affiliated  with 
several  other  associations  covering  other 
factory  areas.  The  gentleman  means  to 
tell  us  then,  I  understand,  that  if  the 
spokesman  for  that  single  local  group 
of  growers  makes  an  application,  that  it 
is  the  intent  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  the  intent  of  the  legislation, 
and  the  intent  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  adhere  to  that  request  and  | 
make  a  ruling. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes;  I  would  agree  sub¬ 
stantially  with  the  gentleman’s  state-  l 
ment,  and  I  am  sure  that  was  the  intent 
of  the  committee.  The  gentleman  re- 
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ferred  to  beet  growers,  who  would  not 
be  affected  by  the  amendment,  but  if  a 
similar  situation  existed  in  a  cane-grow¬ 
ing  area  I  think  the  provision  would  be 
applicable. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Does  not  this  amend¬ 
ment  modify  the  present  Jones-Costigan 
law  in  two  respects:  One,  that  it  does  not 
give  the  same  coverage  to  the  workers  in 
the  beet  areas  as  did  the  original  act? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes;  that  is  true.  As 
drafted  now  it  would  not  apply  to  any 
area  where  less  than  5  percent  of  the 
beets  or  sugarcane  was  grown  by  proc¬ 
essors.  It  is  my  understanding  that  less 
than  5  percent  of  the  beets  in  the  sugar- 
beet  area  in  this  country  are  grown  by 
processors,  so  this  amendment  would 
not  be  applicable  at  the  present  time  to 
the  sugar-beet  area  of  this  country. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
be  permitted  to  proceed  for  three  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  then  the  ultimate  effect  of 
the  amendment  is  to  take  away  the  pro¬ 
tection  that  the  workers  had  in  the  area? 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  effect  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  to  remove  the  condition 
as  applied  to  sugar-beet  producers,  which 
exists  in  the  present  law  under  which 
a  farmer  in  order  to  receive  his  pay¬ 
ments  must  show  that  he  has  paid  a 
wage  rate  which  the  Secretary  has  de¬ 
termined  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  and 
has  paid  his  workers  in  full. 

I  should  like  to  say  to  the  gentleman 
and  to  the  committee  that  there  was  no 
demand  from  the  beet-producing  areas 
for  the  inclusion  of  this  provision.  There 
was  a  demand  for  the  inclusion  of  the 
provision  from  the  cane-producing  areas. 
Because  of  that  fact,  the  amendment 
was  drafted  in  the  form  in  which  it  ap¬ 
pears.  I  might  say  that  I  think  there  is 
a  difference  in  the  labor  situation  be¬ 
tween  the  beet  and  cane  areas  in  that 
sugarcane  is  commonly  grown  in  an  area 
where  there  is  a  labor  surplus,  whereas 
sugar  beets  are  grown  in  areas  where  un¬ 
der  normal  conditions  a  labor  surplus 
does  not  exist,  and  where  there  are  other 
agricultural  activities  which  must  com¬ 
pete  for  the  same  type  of  labor  which 
is  employed  in  the  sugar-beet  fields.  For 
that  reason,  I  do  not  believe  there  exists 
the  necessity  for  a  provision  of  this  kind 
in  the  sugar-beet  areas. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  From  the  gentleman’s 
experience  in  this  field,  would  he  be  will¬ 
ing  later,  if  an  economic  situation  de¬ 
velops  where  the  present  law  should  be 
reenacted,  to  go  along  with  such  a  pro¬ 
gram?  I  quite  agree  with  the  gentleman 
that  it  does  not  apply  now,  but  I  can  fore¬ 
see  a  situation  in  the  future  where  we 
may  have  an  economic  condition  similar 
to  1934  and  1935,  where  we  would  need 
this  protective  provision  in  the  law  to 
protect  beet  workers. 


Mr.  HOPE.  I  can  only  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  as  far  as  I  personally  am 
concerned  I  would  feel  that  if  condi¬ 
tions  changed  as  the  gentleman  says  the 
matter  should  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  As  I  understand  the 
present  law,  upon  application  it  is  man¬ 
datory  for  the  Secretary  . of  Agriculture 
to  conduct  a  hearing  if  there  is  a  dis¬ 
pute  between  the  grower  and  the  proc¬ 
essor  as  to  the  profit  and  the  distribution 
of  the  profit.  This  bill  takes  away  the 
mandatory  provision,  and  he  may  make 
an  investigation  without  having  even  the 
jawbone  enforcement  sanction  which  ex¬ 
ists  under  this  law. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Is  the  gentleman  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  matter  of  determinations  of 
wages  and  prices  or  to  other  disagree¬ 
ments  which  might  arise? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  am  speaking  of 
wages  and  prices. 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  provision  is  no  dif¬ 
ferent  as  to  that  feature  in  the  areas  in 
which  the  provision  is  in  effect.  In  other 
words,  if  the  Secretary  puts  the  provi¬ 
sion  to  effect  upon  proper  request  it 
operates  exactly  as  in  the  present  law. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  a  substitute  for  the 
first  section  of  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Substitute  offered  by  Mr.  Murray  of  Wis¬ 
consin  for  subsection  (c)  (1)  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hope: 

“(c)  That  all  persons  employed  on  the 
farm  in  the  production,  cultivation,  or  har¬ 
vesting  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  which  an  application  for  payment 
is  made,  shall  have  been  paid  in  full  for  all 
such  work,  and  shall  have  been  paid  wages 
therefor  at  rates  not  less  than  those  that  may 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable,  after  investigation  and  due 
notice  and  opportunity  for  public  hearings, 
and  in  making  such  determinations  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  stand¬ 
ards  therefor  formerly  established  by  him 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as 
amended,  and  the  differences  in  conditions 
among  various  producing  areas:  Provided, 
however,  That  a  payment  which  would  be 
payable  except  for  the  foregoing  provisions 
of  this  subsection  may  be  made,  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  determine,  in  such  manner  that 
the  laborer  will  receive  an  amount,  insofar  as 
such  payment  will  suffice,  equal  to  the 
amount  of  accrued  unpaid  wages  for  such 
work,  and  that  the  producer  will  receive  the 
remainder,  if  any,  of  such  payment.” 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  substitute  is  nothing 
more  than  the  present  law.  It  has 
worked  very  satisfactorily,  so  I  am  ad¬ 
vised  by  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  They  have  never  had  any 
trouble  with  it,  and  I  have  not  been  able 
to  find  out  yet  why  we  had  to  have  any 
other  amendment  offered.  Today  we  are 
going  to  do  something  that  to  me  does 
not  make  common  sense.  Repeatedly 
here  on  this  floor  they  have  told  you 
they  have  looked  after  the  consumer,  the 
producer,  and  the  processor.  Let  us 
grant  this. 

Here  we  are  just  about  ready  to  take 
one  segment  that  is  supposed  to  have 
protection  and  put  them  out  the  window. 

The  committee  amendment  does  not 
apply  to  the  labor  in  the  sugar  beet  fields. 
There  is  no  reason  in  the  world  why  they 
should  not  be  included  in  the  bill.  I,  for 


one,  hope  that  the  Members  of  the  House 
will  agree  with  me  and  support  this 
amendment.  I  wish  to  say  to  every  one 
of  my  Republican  colleagues  here  today 
that  if  I  am  not  right  then  I  sure  am  not 
a  Republican.  I  do  not  want  any  Mem¬ 
ber  ever  to  talk  about  Abraham  Lincoln 
and  tell  me  how  he  is  the  patron  saint  of 
our  Republican  Party  and  then  come 
here  and  take  a  segment  of  our  popula¬ 
tion  and  leave  them  right  out  in  the  cold 
and  say,  “No,  we  do  not  want  this  to 
apply  to  everybody.  We  will  take  care 
of  the  processor.  We  will  take  care  of 
the  producer,  but  we  will  leave  the  labor¬ 
ing  people,  which  has  protection  under 
present  legislation,  and  cast  them  out.” 
That  is  all  there  is  to  this  amendment. 
I  cannot  understand  why  it  has  not  been 
accepted.  I  am  not  divulging  any  secrets 
when  I  say  I  tried  to  include  it  in  the 
committee.  I  could  not,  and  I  cannot 
now,  understand  why  the  committee  did 
not  accept  it.  I  cannot  understand  why 
they  bring  in  an  amendment  that  pro¬ 
vides  protection  of  labor  only  in  the  cane 
fields.  This  may  have  merit.  Every 
single  Member  of  this  House  should  vote 
for  this  amendment  if  he  believes  in 
equality  and  justice. 

Mr.  BUCK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  had  the  convic¬ 
tion  that  the  people  of  this  Nation  at  the 
polls  last  November  expressed  their  pref¬ 
erence  for  free  enterprise  as  opposed  to 
omnipotent  Government  control.  Had 
this  Sugar  Act  of  1948  been  purposely 
drawn  for  the  purpose  of  shackling  one 
phase  of  free  enterprise,  it  hardly  could 
have  been  more  successful. 

Under  this  bill  the  Government  deter¬ 
mines  how  much  sugar  we  may  use, 
where  it  shall  originate,  how  many  acres 
can  be  grown,  what  type  of  sugar  the 
farmer  may  plant,  and  how  he  must  grow 
it.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may 
snoop  into  the  labor  contract  a  grower 
makes  with  his  employees.  Orders  of  the 
Secretary  have  force  of  law  carrying  fines 
for  violations.  Now  we  have  an  amend¬ 
ment  offered  that  permits  him  to  fix  the 
amount  the  farmer  pays  his  laborers. 
The  Secretary  can  compel  a  user  or  man¬ 
ufacturer  to  turn  informer  on  his  fellows 
or  forfeit  $1,000  for  such  refusal.  Im¬ 
agine  that— and  this  is  in  the  United 
States. 

Then,  of  course,  the  Secretary  pays  out 
huge  subsidies  under  rules  written  by 
him.  He  determines  the  amount  of  the 
payment  due  any  claimant,  and  his  de¬ 
termination  is  final  and  not  subject  to 
review.  And  he  is  paying  out  the  tax¬ 
payers’  money. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  New  Deal  bu¬ 
reaucracy  and  New  Deal  subsidy  at  its 
worst.  The  bill  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  with  some  reluct- 
ancy  to  discuss  the  statement  made  by 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  activities  of  Mr.  Earl  Wil¬ 
son,  who  until  recently  was  head  of  the 
Sugar  Branch  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  The  gentleman  from  Virginia, 
I  am  certain,  is  honest  in  the  beliefs  and 
statements  that  he  made,  but  I  am  in¬ 
clined  to  believe  that  he  was  not  given 
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all  the  facts.  There  were  some  serious 
reflections  against  the  activities  of  this 
man  as  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia,  and  I  would  like  to  take  the 
opportunity  to  correct  them  as  I  know 
and  believe  the  true  facts  to  be. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  do  not  want  to 
misrepresent  the  acts  of  any  man. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  I  am  certain  of 
that,  sir. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  But  that  state¬ 
ment  which  the  gentleman  has  was  pre¬ 
pared  at  a  hurry-up  meeting  when  they 
were  frightened  to  death  yesterday  after¬ 
noon  and  evening.  That  is  when  they 
prepared  that  statement. 

Now,  if  you  will  produce  the  files  of 
the  Department  and  they  will  not  back 
up  the  charges  I  have  made,  I  will  with¬ 
draw  them. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  The  gentleman 
is  referring  to  something  I  have  not  even 
started  to  discuss.  I  am  speaking  about 
the  charges  he  made  against  Mr.  Earl 
Wilson. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  That  is  what  I  am 
talking  about. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  The  informa¬ 
tion  I  have  is  that  Mr.  Earl  Wilson,  who 
was  vice  president  of  the  National  Sugar 
Co.  in  New  York,  in  1943  became  con¬ 
nected  with  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  the  purpose  of  helping  to 
move  the  Cuban  crop.  At  that  time  Mr. 
Wilson  became  connected  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  He  was  paid  a  salary  of  $1  a 
year,  and  of  course  his  salary  with  the 
National  Sugar  Co.  continued.  In  Au¬ 
gust  1945  Mr.  Wilson  became  head  of  the 
sugar  branch  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  At  that  time  Mr.  Wilson, 
who  had  a  financial  interest  and  was  a 
stockholder  in  this  sugar  company,  sold 
all  of  his  stock  he  had  at  that  time,  and 
I  am  told  at  a  loss,  because  the  market 
was  then  at  a  low  ebb.  Not  only  did 
he  not  collect  5  cents  of  salary  from  the 
National  Sugar  Co.  at  that  time  but  he 
sold  all  of  his  stock,  and  his  only  financial 
return  was  the  salary  he  was  being  paid 
by  the  Government  for  the  fine,  efficient, 
and  unselfish  work  that  he  was  rendering 
to  this  country  during  the  time  of  war. 
I  am  certain  that  Mr.  Wilson  accepted 
this  responsibility  and  did  this  job  at  a 
great  personal  sacrifice  to  himself.  It 
is  rather  difficult  for  a  man  who  receives 
that  type  of  position  and  who  has  made 
fine  acquaintances  and  connections  with 
people  with  whom  he  comes  in  contact 
to  not  afterwards  receive  offers  of  posi¬ 
tions  that  are  very  favorable,  and  with 
very  favorable  salaries.  I  do  not  believe 
that  reflects  against  anyone,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  in  this  case  not  against  Mr.  Wilson. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield? 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  If  they  will  pro¬ 
duce  the  records  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  that  are  in  black  and  white, 
and  if  those  records  do  not  substantiate 
the  statements  I  have  made,  then  I  will 
withdraw  the  charges  and  apologize  to 
Mr.  Wilson.  I  am  going  to  see  the  rec¬ 
ords  first. 


Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  I  am  certain 
the  gentleman  feels  just  that  way  and 
would  not  intentionally  do  an  injustice 
to  anyone. 

Now,  on  this  further  question  on  which 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Flan- 
nagan]  left  the  impression  that  in  a  hard¬ 
ship  case  among  the  beet  sugar  people 
in  1943,  $1,500,000  was  paid  to  some  of  the 
processors  or  growers  erroneously  and 
improperly,  I  would  like  to  read  a  state¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Domen- 
geaux]  has  expired. 

Mr.  COX.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  gentleman’s  time 
may  be  extended  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  The  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Flannagan]  left  the 
impression  that  this  payment  of  $1,500,- 
000  to  the  beet  growers  was  erroneous  and 
improper.  I  would  like  to  read  a  state¬ 
ment  which  I  believe  and  am  informed 
are  the  true  facts  in  this  instance: 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  in  or¬ 
der  to  maintain  sugar-beet  production  by 
supporting  prices  to  producers  of  the  1943 
crop  of  sugar  beets,  entered  into  a  contract 
with  sugar-beet  processors.  Under  the  con¬ 
tract  the  processor  was  obligated  to  buy 
sugar  beets  from  growers  at  support  prices 
fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  which 
were  approximately  $1.50  higher  than  those 
paid  by  processors  for  the  1942  crop.  In  re¬ 
turn  for  the  processors  undertaking  to  buy 
the  sugar  beets  at  support  prices,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  guaranteed  the 
processor  a  stated  level  of  net  proceeds.  The 
processors  agreed  also  to  pay  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  any  amount  by  which 
their  actual  net  proceeds  exceeded  their 
guaranteed  net.  Processors  paid  to  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  approximately 
$1,324,000.  The  contract  also  contained  a 
so-called  hardship  clause.  Under  this 
clause  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  agreed 
that  if,  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  the  con¬ 
tract,  a  processor  was  prevented  from  mak¬ 
ing  a  fair  and  equitable  margin  on  the  sale 
of  sugar  produced  from  the  1943  crop.  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  would  make  such 
adjustment  as  it  determined  was  necessary 
to  assure  the  processor  a  fair  and  equitable 
margin. 

The  production  of  beet  sugar  in  1943  fell 
to  18,622,043  100-pound  bags,  as  compared 
with  a  1942  beet-sugar  production  of  31,- 
734,119  100-pound  bags.  The  processing  of 
sugar  beets  is  a  business  which  is  dependent 
upon  the  maintenance  of  considerable 
volume  in  order  to  make  it  successful.  Proc¬ 
essing  costs  also  increased  greatly.  As  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  decreased  volume  and  increased 
costs,  the  earnings  of  the  sugar-beet  process¬ 
ors,  before  taxes,  fall  from  $15,584,000,  the 
average  of  the  fiscal  years  1936,  1937,  and 
1939,  to  $1,864,000  for  the  crop  year  1943. 
All  the  processors  filed  claims  or  indicated 
claims  would  be  filed  under  the  so-called 
hardship  clause.  The  potential  claims  of  the 
processors  were  in  excess  of  $10,000,000. 

After  extended  discussion  with  the  proc¬ 
essors  and  careful  analysis  of  the  operating 
results  of  the  various  companies,  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  offered  to  settle  hard¬ 
ship  claims  upon  a  basis  which  would  result 
in  a  payment  to  all  processors  of  a  total 
amount  of  $1,844,997 — bear  in  mind  that  the 
growers  had  returned  $1,300,000 — so  actually 
the  settlement  of  this  claim  cost  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  only  a  little  over  $300,000,  the 


amount  paid  to  individual  processors  being 
computed  under  a  formula  which  gave  equal 
weight  to  the  processor’s  decrease  in  pro¬ 
duction  and  increase  in  unit  cost.  This  pro¬ 
posed  settlement,  after  approval  by  the  Board 
of  Directors  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  was  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the 
Director  of  Economic  Stabilization. 

The  acceptance  of  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration’s  offers  to  settle  the  hardship  claims 
was  made  a  condition  of  the  1946  processor 
agreement  and  constituted  an  additional  in¬ 
ducement  to  processors  to  enter  into  a  1946 
processor  agreement  on  terms  and  conditions 
which  were  much  more  favorable  to  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  than  those  origi¬ 
nally  insisted  upon  by  the  processors.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  certain  officials  of 
the  Corporation  were  later  employed  by  the 
sugar  industry,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
delayed  payment  of  the  amount  due  the 
processors  in  settlement  of  their  hardship 
claims  until  such  time  as  the  circumstances 
surrounding  the  making  of  the  settlements 
could  be  carefully  and  completely  reviewed 
by  responsible  officials  in  the  Department 
having  no  connection  with  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  Department’s  sugar  program.  No 
reason  was  disclosed  for  questioning  the  de¬ 
sirability  or  the  propriety  of  the  proposed 
settlement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  official  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
with  respect  to  this  transaction  as  sub¬ 
mitted  to  me  today,  by  J.  H.  Marshall, 
Director,  Sugar  Branch,  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

(Mr.  DOMENGEAUX  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  th»e  words 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  to  revise  and 
extend  my  remarks. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  substitute  amendment. 
While  I  am  very  much  indebted  for  the 
information  given  me  by  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas,  yet  I  believe  the  logic  of 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Murray]  is  inescapable.  No  one  yet,  and 
I  have  talked  with  many  people,  many 
men  who  know  far  more  about  the  sugar- 
beet  industry  than  I — no  one  has  been 
able  to  give  me  a  reason  for  changing  the 
basic  Costigan -Jones  law. 

If,  as  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  sug¬ 
gests,  the  present  provisions  of  the  law 
are  not  being  used  as  a  result  of  present 
economic  conditions,  it  does  not  neces¬ 
sarily  follow,  therefore,  that  we  must  re¬ 
move  those  provisions  which  heretofore 
provided  some  measure  of  protection  for 
both  the  grower  and  the  beet  laborer.  In 
short,  if  we  could  be  assured  that  the 
economy  of  the  sugar-beet  industry  would 
remain  as  healthy  as  it  is  today,  perhaps 
we  could  afford  to  eliminate  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  law  under  discussion.  The 
very  purpose  of  this  bill,  we  have  been 
told,  is  to  give  a  continuing  measure  of 
strength  to  those  in  the  sugar-beet  in¬ 
dustry,  that  is,  the  processor  and  the 
grower.  It  is  of  equal  importance  then 
that  we  continue  to  give  the  same  legal 
protection  to  the  laborer  as  that  given 
the  processor  and  grower. 
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May  I  say  to  the  membership  of  the 
House  that  I  well  remember  back  in  1933, 
1934,  and  1935  that  there  was  a  reason  for 
the  enactment  of  the  Jones-Costigan  bill. 
The  gentleman  from  New  York  IMr. 
Buck]  says  this  is  a  New  Deal  measure. 
I  will  admit  it  involves  economic  plan¬ 
ning.  It  is  one  of  those  industries  in  our 
economy  that  requires  bolstering  and 
therefore  some  planning. 

In  the  early  days  of  the  depression  the 
sugar-beet  industry  was  struggling  along 
under  dire  conditions.  The  processor, 
the  grower,  and  the  laborer  were  in  ur¬ 
gent  need  of  Government  assistance  and 
planning.  The  late  Senator  Costigan  of 
Colorado  and  other  distinguished  men 
began  a  study  of  this  problem  which  is 
so  important  to  the  economy  of  certain 
sections  of  this  Nation.  The  result  of 
that  study  brought  forth  the  existing  law. 
Among  other  principles  of  that  law  was 
established  the  proposition  that  in  lieu 
of  the  Government's  planning  and  pro¬ 
tection  the  processors  themselves  must 
deal  equitably  and  fairly  with  the  grow¬ 
ers  of  sugar  beets  and  in  turn  the  growers 
themselves  would  be  required  to  pay  a 
proper  wage.  Since  the  enactment  of 
this  basic  legislation,  these  principles 
have  remained  intact  until  today  we  find 
an  attempt  to  change  the  basic  philos¬ 
ophy  of  the  Costigan-Jones  Sugar  Act. 
v  i  want  it  distinctly  understood,  and  I 
repeat,  there  is  no  need  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  or  the  laborer  to 
use  these  important  provisions  under  ex¬ 
isting  economic  conditions  but  I  should 
like  to  reemphasize  that  it  is  entirely 
possible,  if  another  period  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  should  come  upon  us,  that 
the  sugar-beet  laborer  might  again  be 
very  happy  to  have  the  protection  given 
him  under  the  present  law.  And,  I  am 
not  so  sure  that  there  has  not  been  a 
modification  of  the  basic  law  which  may 
affect  important  rights  to  the  grower 
himself.  I  intend  to  study  this  bill  and 
its  implications  at  length  for  it  is  indeed 
unfortunate  that  we  are  required  to  act 
upon  this  important  legislation  with 
such  little  notice. 

I  submit  that  the  argument  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray],  is  unassailable.  If  there  is  no 
present  need  for  use  of  the  provisions  to 
protect  the  laborer  under  the  present  act, 
certainly  there  can  be  no  harm  in  re¬ 
taining  them.  On  the  other  hand  if 
there  is  a  recession  and  if  the  worker  is 
in  need  of  protection,  it  would  be  avail¬ 
able  to  him  under  the  law.  As  I  have 
said,  this  is  also  true  of  those  provisions 
which  were  designed  to  protect  the 
grower.  Briefly  we  are  being  asked  to 
give  continuing  protection  to  the  proces¬ 
sor,  giving  great  benefits  to  the  processor 
and  to  the  grower,  and  at  the  same  time 
we  are  taking  it  away  from  the  laborer 
for  the  reason.  It  has  been  said,  that  he 
no  longer  needs  the  protection.  Only 
time  and  further  experience  can  justify 
such  a  position.  Any  removal  or  im¬ 
pairment  of  these  basic  principles  is  pre¬ 
mature  and  not  in  keeping  with  proper 
_  legislative  action. 

Mr.  Chairman,  based  on  the  informa¬ 
tion  at  hand,  as  liinite'd  as  it  is,  and  as  a 
result  of  requests  by  some  of  the  growers 
from  my  State,  I  intend  to  support  this 


bill.  The  growers  of  my  State  have  tele¬ 
graphed  me  that  this  is  a  good  bill.  Time 
has  not  permitted  me  to  make  an  investi¬ 
gation  nor  does  the  committee  report 
itself  contain  facts  indicating  what,  if 
any,  effect  this  will  have  upon  the  beet 
laborer  under  present  conditions.  In  this 
connection  it  is  to  be  noted  that  the 
sugarcane  areas  of  this  Nation  have  suc¬ 
cessfully  resisted  any  attempt  to  destroy 
the  sugarcane  laborers’  rights  under  this 
very  bill. 

As  I  have  indicated,  with  some  reser¬ 
vations,  I  intend  to  go  along  on  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  bill,  provided  there  is  no  sub¬ 
stantial  impairment  of  the  basic  prin¬ 
ciples  contained  in  the  Costigan-Jones 
Act.  Although  I  have  questioned  many 
Members  of  this  body,  no  one  has  given 
a  single  reason  why  we  should  leave  out 
of  this  bill  the  labor  provision  upon 
which  I  have  spoken  today  and  until 
somebody  gives  a  better  explanation,  we 
should  accept  the  substitute  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  GRANGER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
unfortunate  that  during  the  course  of 
this  debate  it  appears  to  me,  at  least, 
that  extraneous  questions  have  been 
brought  into  the  debate.  The  character 
of  individuals  has  been  questioned.  Be 
that  as  it  may,  I  do  not  think  it  is  part 
of  the  debate  and  certainly  has  not  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with  the  pending  legisla¬ 
tion. 

The  act  we  are  discussing  here  today 
was  first  passed  in  the  depression  days 
back  in  1934.  There  was  a  provision  in 
the  Sugar  Act  to  take  care  of  all  ele¬ 
ments  that  are  in  the  pending  legisla¬ 
tion,  labor,  the  processor,  the  producer, 
and  the  consumer.  I  think  those  gen¬ 
eral  elements  are  all  still  in  this  bill. 

There  is  substantially  no  change.  If 
it  was  a  good  bill  in  1934  it  is  a  good 
bill  now.  If  it  was  a  good  bill  in  1937 
it  is  still  a  good  bill.  I  may  say  for 
the  growers  of  sugar  beets,  if  I  can  speak 
for  anyone,  and  they  are  the  only  peo¬ 
ple  I  am  speaking  for  this  afternoon, 
this  sugar  legislation  to  continue  the 
present  act  is  the  best  legislation  that 
has  ever  been  enacted  in  the  history  of 
the  sugar  industry. 

I  think  it  is  undeniable  also  that  it 
is  not  only  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
grower,  the  laborer,  and  the  processor, 
but  there  has  not  been  a  single  farm 
commodity  that  has  been  held  to  a  more 
reasonable  price  to  the  consumer  than 
has  sugar  during  the  time  of  war  as  well 
as  in  time  of  peace.  I  hope  these  ques¬ 
tions  that  have  been  raised,  that  per¬ 
haps  could  just  as  well  have  been  left 
unsaid,  will  not  preclude  us  from  sup¬ 
porting  this  bill. 

I  have  always  been  concerned  about 
the  people  who  engage  in  the  productipn 
of  sugar,  the  laborers,  as  well  as  the 
processors,  and  in  committee  I  ques¬ 
tioned  the  Secretary  very  closely,  and 
he  indicated  to  me  that  it  had  never 
been  necessary  in  the  beet-growing 
areas  to  argue  with  anybody  about  the 
wage  question.  There  have  been  ques¬ 


tions  raised  where  he  had  settled  wages 
that  were  out  of  harmony  with  those 
paid  to  other  farm  labor.  He  just  sim¬ 
ply  wanted  to  get  rid  of  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  setting  a  wage  that  would  be 
just  another  step  to  fix  all  farm  wages. 
So  far  as  I  know  this  is  the  only  in¬ 
stance  in  the  agricultural  program  where 
a  wage  has  been  established. 

While  I  sympathize  in  a  general  way 
with  the  views  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Murray],  I  think  it 
would  be  unwise  to  amend  this  bill  at 
this  time,  although  I  have  no  objection 
to  it,  because  it  would  be  ineffective  as 
far  as  sugar  beets  are  concerned.  I 
think  it  is  a  good  bill.  It  takes  care 
of  all  the  people  who  should  be  taken 
care  of,  and  I  trust  that  the  bill  will 
pass  with  a  substantial  majority. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  substitute  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  fully  agree  that  this 
legislation  is  in  the  interest  of  the  sugar 
growers,  processors,  and  refiners,  and  it 
is  also  aimed  to  protect  labor.  This  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment  retains  all  the  advan¬ 
tages  of  the  1934  and  the  1937  acts  with 
the  exception  of  the  protective  labor  pro¬ 
vision.  I  fully  realize  that  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  is  aiming  to  correct  the 
mistake  made  by  his  committee  and  is 
offering  an  amendment,  but  I  feel  that  it 
does  not  correct  the  amendment  of  the 
committee.  I  think  the  substitute  should 
be  adopted  because  it  is  the  basic  law,  it 
has  been  the  law  for  years,  and  it  has 
been  found  to  be  a  just  law.  I  felt  orig¬ 
inally  that  we  should  not  extend  it  for  5 
years;  that  2  years  would  have  been 
sufficient. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Chairman, 

,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  The  substitute 
is  the  existing  law. 

Mr.  SABATH.  That  is  the  basic  law. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  And  up  to  now 
no  one  has  offered  an  explanation  as  to 
why  the  existing  law  should  be  changed 
or  modified. 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  can  explain,  in  view 
of  what  I  have  heard.  Though  I  was 
not  present,  I  am  told  that  the  sugar 
interests,  through  their  able  attorneys 
and  others,  helped  to  draft  this  bill  and 
have  been  instrumental  in  bringing  about 
the  report  from  the  committee. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  So  that  while 
the  amendment  takes  care  of  the  sugar¬ 
cane  workers  in  Puerto  Rico  it  leaves  en¬ 
tirely  unprotected  the  beet-sugar  work¬ 
ers  in  the  various  States,  and  that  is  the 
gimmick  in  the  committee  amendment. 
To  cure  that  the  safe  thing  to  do  in  order 
to  protect  all  sugar  workers  is  to  adopt 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  fully  agree  with  the 
gentleman. 

In  conclusion  all  I  wish  to  say  is  this: 
I  agree  that  this  bill  is  in  the  interest  of 
the  sugarcane  growers  and  the  sugar- 
beet  growers,  and  that  six  or  seven  States 
will  be  greatly  benefited.  But  I  deny  that 
it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  consumer.  The 
consumer  will  again  be  obliged  to  pay  the 
increases  that  will  be  charged  for  sugar 
in  the  near  future.  However,  as  I  said, 
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the  bill  will  pass.  I  realize  the  situation. 
Nevertheless  I  feel  it  my  duty  to  assert 
that,  in  my  opinion,  it  will  cost  the  con-  ] 
sumers  of  this  Nation  from  $200,000,000 
to  $300,000,000  a  year.  Consequently  I  I 
feel  that  a  2-year  extension  should  suffice. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  ] 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  I  hold  in  my  i 
hand  a  letter  dated  July  10  signed  by  i 
N.  E.  Dodd,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agricul-  | 
ture.  This  is  what  he  says  with  respect  :) 
to  the  labor  provisions: 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  did  not  j 
recommend  the  exclusion  of  the  wage  pro-  ] 
’  isions  of  the  present  act  from  the  proposed  \ 
bill.  In  fact,  when  representatives  of  the  I 
domestic  sugar  industry  first  discussed  a  f 
draft  of  the  proposed  bill  with  representa-  | 
tives  of  the  Department,  the  Secretary  in-  ' 
formed  the  group  that  he  felt  it  would  be  a  \ 
mistake  not  to  include  the  wage  and  fair-  \ 
price  determinations  in  the  bill.  However,  ] 
in  view  of  his  understanding  that  all  seg-  | 
ments  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry  were  i 
in  agreement  on  the  proposed  bill,  the  Secre-  J 
tary  informed  the  group  that  he  would  not  i 
insist  upon  the  inclusion  of  such  provisions.  1 

Mr.  SABATH.  The  mere  fact  that  he  f 
did  not  insist  upon  it  does  not  bind  us.  • 
It  is  the  only  protection  the  bill  provides  j 
for  the  labor  which  that  produces  the  f 
sugar. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  I  think  the  Sec-  ; 
retary  made  a  serious  mistake  in  not  , 
insisting. 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  think  the  substitute  | 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  - 
should  be  favorably  acted  upon. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  1 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Cunningham,  Chairman  of  the  Com-  | 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com- 
mittee,  having  had  under  consideration  | 
the  bill  (H.  R.  4075)  to  regulate  com¬ 
merce  among  the  several  States,  with  the 
Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United 
States,  and  with  foreign  countries;  to  1 
protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  ; 
sugars  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  do¬ 
mestic  sugar-producing  industry;  to  pro¬ 
mote  the  export  trade  of  the  United 
States;  and  for  other  purposes,  had  come  f 
to  no  resolution  thereon. 

ToiOTWfiE'oN  THE  Dis'Mfil."ff""j 

COLUMBIA 


,  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  Dask 
unarfknous  consent  that  notwithstand¬ 
ing  thi^session  of  the  House, ^er  the 
noon  hoiir.  tomorrow,  the  Committee  on 
District  of  Columbia  may  be  privileged 
to  sit.  jr 

The  SPEAKEiV  Is  Jnere  objection  to 
the  request  of  W  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  n^bbjection. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  CCkSleY  asked  and  ’was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
RecqxS  and  include  a  statement  b>,  Hon. 
Josephus  Daniels  on  the  subject  Mili¬ 
tary  Conscription  Is  Contrary  to  the 


>irit  and  Practice  of  the  American 
:ople. 

PATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
lission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
:d. 

BENNETT  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  gfven  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  nj  the  Record  and  include  an  ad¬ 
dress  delivered  last  night  over  the  radio 
by  the  Speaker  of  the  House. 

Mr.  BYAjSIES  of  Wisconsin  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  in  the\REcoRD  and  include  an  ad¬ 
dress  by  Rev. 'Edward  A.  Fitzpatrick. 

HOUSE  JOl^TT  RESOLUTION  205 

Mr.  HOPE.  M*.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  thakl  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to  Ale  a  report  from  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  on  House 
Joint  Resolution  205  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  IsUhere  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  'gentleman  from 
Kansas?  \ 

There  was  no  objection, 

SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
on  Monday  next,  after  the  disposition  of 
business  on  the  Speaker’s  desks  and  the 
conclusion  of  special  orders  heretofore 
entered,  I  may  address  the  Hous^  for  3 
hours  on  veterans’  legislation.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  flom 
Massachusetts?  ^ 

There  was  no  objection.  . 

HOUR  OF  MEETING  TOMORROW  \ 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  when  the  House  ad- 
journs  today  it  adjourn  to  meet  at  1} 
o’clock  a.  m.  tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objectionito 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fg6m 
Kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

SENATE  BILL  REFERRED 

A  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  Sullowing 
title  was  taken  from  the  Speaker’s  table 
and,  under  the  rule,  referred  As  follows: 

S.  758.  An  act  to  promote  thafndtional  se¬ 
curity  by  providing  for  a  Nakfcnal  Security 
Organization,  which  shall  be  afiministered  by 
a  Secretary  of  National  Security,  and  for  a 
Department  of  the  Army,  t  Department  of 
the  Navy,  and  a  Departmeuft  of  the  Air  Force 
within  the  National  Sec/rity  Organization, 
and  for  the  coordination?  of  the  activities  of 
the  National  Security  Organization  with 
other  departments  ancf  agencies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  concerned  with  the  national  se¬ 
curity;  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Dep;/tments. 

ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

Mr.  LeCOMBTE,  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration,  reported  that 
that  commititee  had  examined  and  found 
truly  enrolled  bills  of  the  House  of  the 
following  /itles,  which  were  thereupon 
signed  by  the  Speaker: 

H.  R.  1585.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Adolph 
Pfanneratiehl; 

H.  Ryi658.  An  act  for  relief  of  Norman 
Thore/on  and  Thoreson  Bros.,  a  partnership; 

H .jk.  1954.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Robert 
Hiryton;  and 

.  R.  1956.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hugh 
r  Gilliam. 


The  Speaker  announced  his  signature 
to  enrolled  bills  of  the  Senate  of  the 
following  titles: 

S.  116.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  MjPbel 
Jones  and  Mrs.  Mildred  Wells  Martin;  apd 

S.  395.  An  act  authorizing  the  issuance  of 
a  patent  in  fee  to  Kathleen  Doyle  Harris, 
sole  devisee  of  Richard  Jay  Doyle,  deceased 

BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTION  PRE¬ 
SENTED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

g 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE,  from  the  Committee 
on  Enrolled  Bills,  reported  that  that 
committee  did  on  July  9,  1947,  present  to 
the  President,  for  his  approval  bills  and 
a  joint  resolution  of  the  House  of  the 
following  titles: 

H.  R.  494.  An  act  to  reorganize  the  system 
of  parole  of  prisoners  convicted  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia;  / 

II.  R.  3737.  An  act  to  provide  revenue  for 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  and  / 

H.  J.  Res.  170.  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
the  erection  in  tl^e  District  of  Columbia  of  a 
memorial  to  Andrew  W.  Mellon. 

Adjournment 

M 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  mo/on  was  agreed  to;  accordingly 
(at  4  o’clock  and  2  minutes  p.  m.) ,  under 
its  previous  order,  the  House  adjourned 
until  tomorrow,  Friday,  July  11,  1947,  at 
11  o’clock  a.  m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  executive 
communications  were  taken  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  and  referred  as  follows: 

907.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  War, 
^transmitting  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to 
’  prescribe  the  pay  allowances  of  aviation 

adets  in  the  Air  Corps,  Regular  Army,  and 
fdt.  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

908.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State, 
transkiitting  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to 
prohibit  and  punish  the  unauthorized  use 
of  the  official  seal,  emblem,  and  name  of  the 
United  Nations,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

9C9.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Postmaster 
General,  transmitting  a  draft  of  a  proposed 
bill  for  the  relief  of  Henry  Hill;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  tnte  Judiciary. 

910.  A  lette\from  the  Under  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  transmitting  a  report  and  find¬ 
ings  on  the  Haytien  Lake  unit  of  the  Rath- 
drum  Prairie  prqiect,  Idaho  (H.  Doc.  No. 
392);  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Lands 
and  ordered  to  be  pointed,  with  illustrations. 

911.  A  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  Stated  transmitting  supple¬ 
mental  estimates  of  appropriation  for  the 
fiscal  year  1948  in  the  amount  of  $50,000  for 
the.  legislative  branch,  Architect  of  the  Cap¬ 
itol  (H.  Doc.  No.  393);  toHhe  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

912.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral,  transmitting  a  report  of  the  activities 
of  the  General  Accounting  O&ce  under  sec¬ 
tion  16  of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of 
1944;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

913.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State, 
transmitting  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to 
provide  for  the  refund  of  the  taxes  deducted 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  from 
the  wages  of  Mexican  railroad  workers  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  United  States  under  the  agree¬ 
ment  of  April  29,  1943,  between  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  United  Mexican 
States,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 
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ytlon  of  God-fearing,  liberty-loving  people  to 
this  continent.  Yorktown  did  not  bring  se- 
^rity  after  the  Revolutionary  War.  Haz- 
fls  and  dangers  continued  within  the  new 
Nation,  as  well  as  threats  from  imperialistic 
rulAf  abroad.  Thirty-five  years  after  he  had 
writtVn  the  immortal  Declaration  of  Inde¬ 
pendence,  Thomas  Jefferson  declared:  “The 
last  hofie  of  human  liberty  in  this  world  rests 
on  us.  \we  ought,  for  so  dear  a  stake,  to 
sacrifice  eSvery  attachment  and  every  enmity.” 

■  Throughput  this  land  are  millions  of 
Americans  Vho  recognize  that  “the  last  hope 
of  human  liberty  in  this  world  rests  on  us” 
today  as  in  {test  generations.  It  is  our  re¬ 
sponsibility  torprove  that  representative  gov¬ 
ernment  can  function  as  effectually  in  meet¬ 
ing  postwar  challenges  as  in  helping  to  win 
military  victories^  over  totalitarian  powers. 
Our  Nation  is  faciag  many  crucial  tests,  and 
success  is  contingent  upon  an  inspired  citi¬ 
zenry.  We  cannot  Rte  strong  so  long  as  dis¬ 
sension  and  strife  ar$  rampant. 

Jefferson  and  his  associates  in  the  Conti¬ 
nental  Congress  were  fiilly  aware  of  the  por¬ 
tent  of  their  actions  irl  absolving  all  alle¬ 
giance  to  the  British  Cfown.  They  were 
defying  the  world's  most  powerful  maritime 
nation,  and  they  knew  that;  reprisals  could  be 
expected.  Yet  they  mutually  pledged  to  each 
other  their  lives,  their  fortifies,  and  their 
sacred  honor. 

They  were  willing  to  sacrifice  everything 
for  their  country’s  welfare.  Will  Americans 
of  our  age  emulate  this  patriotic  devotion? 
Their  course  will  decide  the  destiny  of  our 
Republic. 


United  States  Human  Mission  to  In  i 
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Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  /mder 
leave  to  extend  my  remarks  An  the 
Record,  I  am  pleased  to  offer  /he  dis¬ 
patch  by  my  friend,  D.  F.  Kanaka,  cor¬ 
respondent  of  the  Bombay  ichronicle, 
and  former  war  correspondent.  He  has 
some  very  illuminating  thjhgs  to  state 
regarding  the  exchange  of  , students  be¬ 
tween  India  and  the  Uni/ed  States. 

The  dispatch  follows:. 

United  States  Human  mission  to  India 
(By  D.  F.  jfaraka) 

Due  to  arrive  here  An  the  third  week  of 
June  is  the  first  Unjfed  States  Ambassador 
to  India,  Mr.  Hei \fy  F.  Grady.  Carefully 
chosen  for  the  debate  job  of  representing 
the  United  StatesNn  this  country,  which  is 
in  the  midst  of  rfeat  political  and  constitu¬ 
tional  changes,  fir.  Grady  has  an  impressive 
background  bo/n  in  his  own  country  and  in 
the  east.  In  /941  he  was  President  Roose¬ 
velt’s  persoi/l  representative  and  made  an 
economic  survey  of  those  far  eastern  coun¬ 
tries  whiclr  supplied  strategic  defense  ma¬ 
terials.  RK  the  following  year  Mr.  Grady 
came  to  /idia  as  head  of  the  American  Tech¬ 
nical  Cdinmission.  During  1945  and  1946  he 
served jas  the  national  chairman  of  the  board 
of  directors  of  American  relief  for  India. 

Sijpy-five  years  of  age,  the  United  States 
Rassador  is  a  family  man  with  a  wife  and 
fotfr  grown-up  children.  He  is  distinguished 
looking,  tall  and  heavily  set  with  grey  hair 
id  blue  eyes.  He  is  described  as  “a  man 
vho  has  no  outstanding  hobbies,  but  spends 
his  spare  time  in  scholarly  pursuits — he 
wears  glasses.” 


From  the  official  standpoint  and  from  the 
diplomatic,  Mr.  Grady  satisfies  al  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  an  ambassador  and  of  a  mAn 
whose  job  is  to  promote  goodwill,  b 
understanding  and  friendship  betweeiy  the 
country  he  represents  and  that  to  whjch  he 
is  sent  as  Ambassador. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  not  enrfugh  to 
achieve  these  objects  that  a  liaisonymetween 
the  two  peoples  should  be  effected  only  at 
high  levels.  I  have  no  doubt  tl/t  in  time 
Mr.  Grady  will  be  on  the  most  Sfiendly  and 
easy  terms  with  our  representatives  and 
leaders  in  the  capital  city  of  New  Delhi.  I 
have  no  doubt  also  that  he  will  even  under¬ 
stand  the  intricate  political  .situation  which 
now  faces  us  and  that  her  will  be  able  to 
grasp  the  complexities  of  tiae  Indian  national 
or  the  binational  chara/ter.  The  chances 
are,  however,  that  the  Iridian  and  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  will  still  rjanain  as  far  apart  as 
ever. 

LIAISON  BETWEEN  COMMON  PEOPLE 

I  maintain  that  liaison  among  the  people 
of  two  countries  must  take  place  at  lower 
levels  than  that  pi  ambassadors.  The  com¬ 
mon  people  of  one  country  must  send  their 
own  representatives  to  the  common  people 
of  another  country,  unhampered  by  diplo¬ 
matic  conventions  and  protocols  and  all  such 
encumbrances. 

There  is  Joday  a  definite  world  trend  which 
encourage/  this  idea.  The  creations  of  the 
UNESCO/s  entitled  to  foster  this  end.  The 
preamble  of  the  constitution  drafted  at  the 
Londo/  conference  of  UNESCO  expressed 
high  Purposes  and  basic  principles.  The 
governments  of  the  states  who  were  parties 
to  ijnis  constitution  solemnly  declared:  . 

?hat  ignorance  of  each  other’s  ways  and 
iifes  has  been  a  common  cause  throughout 
xe  history  of  mankind,  of  that  suspicion 
ind  mistrust  between  the  peoples  of  the 
world  through  their  differences  have  all  too 
often  broken  into  war”; 

“That  the  great  and  terrible  war  which 
has  now  ended  was  a  war  made  possible  by 
\the  denial  of  the  democratic  principles  of 
\he  dignity,  equality,  and  mutual  respect  of 
ran,  and  by  the  propagation,  in  their  place, 
trftough  ignorance  and  prejudice,  of  the  doc- 
triite  of  the  inequality  of  men  and  races.” 

T^e  object  which  UNESCO  has  in  mind  is 
to  promote  a  free  flow  of  ideas  and  informa¬ 
tion  oil  the  popular  as  well  as  the  scholarly 
level  through  the  media  of  the  radio,  motion 
pictures^  and  the  printed  page.  UNESCO 
will  further  encourage  the  exchange  of  stu¬ 
dents  and\he  reciprocal  visits  of  such  indi¬ 
viduals  as  Scientists,  teachers,  and  artists. 
It  will  encoftrage  the  association  across  na 
tional  bound%res  of  creative  writers,  artists, 
and  musician; 

It  is  my  belie&that  these  objects  and  ideals 
can  right  now  ba  achieved  by  sending  to  this 
country  a  half  d(ozen  representative  young 
Americans,  picked’^rom  the  complex  pattern 
of  American  democracy  and  charged  with 
no  other  idea  than ‘((hat  they  should  come 
here  to  India,  look  %ound  for  themselves, 
and  take  back  whatever  impressions  they 
gather.  A  similar  te%i  which  from  the 
British  universities  beforfe  the  war  on  a  talk¬ 
ing  tour  of  India  was,  %remember,  a  tre¬ 
mendous  success. 

MISSIONARIES  OF  ONt  WORLD 

What  would  be  a  representative  cross  sec¬ 
tion  of  such  Americans,  culled  from  the 
colleges  of  the  United  States  a&jd  including 
today  many  veterans  6f  World  War  II  who 
have  seen  the  broad  canvas  of  the  world  in 
the  theaters  of  war  in  which  they  have  oper¬ 
ated  and  who  have  fought  for  that  one  world 
of  which  the  late  Mr.  Wendell  Willki©  spoke? 
As  I  see  it  from  this  distance,  I  would  pick 
the  men  somewhat  as  follows: 

1.  I  would  take  a  boy  from  an  up-State 
New  York  village,  who  is  studying  business 
administration  at  Cornell  or  Syracuse  and 
probably  was  a  fighter  pilot  during  the  war. 


2.  I  would  take  a  Harvard  law  student , 
^rom  an  old  back-bay  Boston  family.  / 

I  would  take  a  Negro  student  of  medj£ 
le  from  the  Howard  University,  probably 
a  Vteran  of  the  Ledo  Road  and  the  jCBI 
ter,  whose  hqme  is  in  the  deep  Soufh . 

4.  1  would  take  an  ex-major  now  study¬ 
ing  journalism  in  the  University  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  wire  speaks  with  a  broad  Broolnyn  ac¬ 
cent  anck whose  name  could  be  Goldstein. 

5.  I  would  take  a  young  maty  studying 
agricultures  and  learning  to  become  a  farmer 
in  the  University  of  Iowa. 

6.  I  woulcfttake  a  political-scifence  student 
from  Stanford  University,  a  Cjtlifornian  who 
has  served  wit\  the  OSS  in  I&trma. 

These  are  s\k  young  min  haphazardly 
chosen  who  satis!^  two  requirements.  First 
they  must  be  tyeical  Americans,  secondly 
they  must,  if  it  is\ossiblA  at  the  same  time, 
be  also  citizens  of  me  world. 

If  these  young  mln^feould  come  out  here 
to  India  this  cold  wfcather,  they  would,  I 
am  sure,  create  the  |fc»t  of  good  will  which 
we  want  created  betfweln  the  United  States 
and  India,  and  thyy  would,  I  am  also  sure, 
take  back  with  thefn  a  picAire  of  this  country 
different  from  jthat  distorted  picture  of 
casts,  communal  strife,  \  poverty,  and 
squalor,  whiclvls  so  often  panted  of  us  in 
the  United  States. 

If  the  Government  of  the  Abated  States 
and  the  State  Department  canno\act  on  this 
until  the  Munn  bill  passes  Congreve,  it  would 
be  a  glorious  idea  for  some  of  the  ^pdividual 
organizations  to  sponsor. 

Groups  like  the  American  Friends  djf  India, 
the  Rockefeller  and  Carnegie  Foundations, 
the  larger  universities  who  are  interested  in 
international  relations,  such  as  Harvard, 
Yale,  Columbia,  and  Syracuse;  business  fi\ms 
like  the  International  Business  Machinij 
and  a  great  many  philanthropic  individuaS 
could  sponsor  this  idea  of  a  human  missiort 
to  India. 


Sugar  Act  of  1948 


SPEECH 

OF 

HON.  FRED  L.  CRAWFORD 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  July  9,  1947 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Crawford]. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
bill  is  a  proposal  to  ration  markets,  not  a 
commodity.  Heretofore  we  have  consid¬ 
ered  sugar  legislation  designed  for  the 
purpose  of  rationing  sugar.  I  repeat,  this 
bill  rations  the  sugar  market  of  the 
United  States  to  certain  people  as  set 
forth  in  this  bill. 

This  bill  is  an  agreement  by  the  pres¬ 
ent  investors  in  sugar  properties.  It 
substantially  leaves  out  of  the  picture 
prospective  future  investors  in  sugar 
properties — those  who  would  expand  this 
great  industry.  By  reason  of  the  bill’s 
being  an  agreement  which  the  State 
Department — and  that  means  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  including  the  White 
House — has  joined,  and  by  reason  of  its 
being  an  agreement  which  Cuba  has^ 
joined — and  Cuba  has  for  decades  hadt 
its  foot  inside  the  State  Department  and* 
has  influenced  all  sugar  legislation  we? 
have  written  in  the  past  few  years,  and 
will  probably  continue  to  do  so — this,  I 
guess,  is  the  only  bill  we  will  have  a 
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chance  to  vote  on  dealing  with  this  par¬ 
ticular  subject  this  calendar  year.  For 
this  last  reason  I  expect  to  support  the 
bill. 

I  have  said  in  very  abrupt  language, 
language  that  will  probably  cost  me  votes, 
language  which  I  spoke  to  people  in  the 
sugar  industry,  exactly  what  I  thought 
about  this  agreement  they  have  made. 
I  am  not  talking  about  the  bill  now,  I  am 
talking  about  the  agreement.  I  am  an 
advocate  of  free  enterprise.  I  am  an  ad¬ 
vocate  of  a  man’s  living  simply,  saving 
money,  investing  it  in  business,  taking 
his  losses  with  his  profits,  keeping  his 
mouth  shut,  eating  his  crow  when  he  has 
to,  keeping  the  Government  out  of  his 
business,  and  letting  him  run  his  busi¬ 
ness  according  to  his  judgment.  But 
there  are  those  who  advocate  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  stepping  in  and  telling  busi¬ 
ness  what  it  must  do.  The  great  sugar 
industry  became  involved  in  that  kind  of 
a  picture  some  10,  12,  or  15  years  ago, 
over  my  protest,  and  since  then  we  have 
had  this  sugar  market  quota  law  which 
allocates  markets,  which  says  to  Mr.  A, 
for  instance,  “You  have  your  investment 
in  sugar  properties  and  I  am  going  to 
protect  you.  I,  the  Government,  by  rea¬ 
son  of  a  Federal  law,  am  going  to  protect 
you.  And  you,  Mr.  B,  shall  not  be  permit¬ 
ted  to  enter  this  industry  because  I  will 
not  give  you  a  marketing  quota.  I  am 
going  to  protect  Mr.  A  and  his  invest¬ 
ment  and  his  property.” 

That  fundamentally  runs  contrary  to 
my  concept  of  American  industrial  en¬ 
terprise,  and  therein  I  was  in  disagree¬ 
ment  with  the  boys,  and  I  told  them  so. 
I  said,  “There  is  no  way  I  can  defend  that 
principle  anywhere  because  it  runs  con¬ 
trary  to  all  my  philosophy.” 

You  refer  to  pages  9,  10,  and  11  of  the 
bill  and  you  will  get  the  heart  of  it.  We 
say,  for  instance,  to  Cuba,  a  foreign 
country,  “You  may  participate  in  the  de¬ 
ficits  of  deliveries.”  Why  do  we  not  say 
to  the  American  people,  “There  is  going 
to  be  a  deficit  in  sugar  production.  You, 
Mr.  A,  B,  and  C,  may  go  build  a  factory 
and  bring  in  the  acreage  and  produce  the 
sugar  and  feed  the  American  people,”  in¬ 
stead  of  protecting  Cuba,  a  foreign  coun¬ 
try,  in  that  respect?  We  do  not  do  that 
because  the  industry  agreed  not  to  do  it, 
and  the  State  Department  agrees.  Of 
course,  Cuba  participated  in  that  agree¬ 
ment. 

That  is  what  we  get  into  when  we  let 
Government  start  telling  us  what  to  do. 
We  have  a  conference  between  John 
Lewis  and  Big  Steel  and  Big  Coal  and 
the  public  pays  for  the  increase.  We 
have  a  conference  between  somebody 
else  that  is  big,  but  the  public  did  not  sit 
in  there.  I  am  talking  straight  stuff 
here,  and  I  am  not  afraid  to  talk  it  any¬ 
where,  because  I  know  this  business,  and 
I  will  have  to  defend  myself  as  best  I 
can.  We,  the  American  people,  have 
these  affiliations  and  relations  with  Cuba 
and  we  are  getting  into  them  with  every 
other  country  on  earth.  That  is  the  rea¬ 
son  I  made  the  remarks  I  made  the  other 
day  when  the  wool  bill  was  up.  I  told 
you  then  you  would  have  to  take  a  posi¬ 
tion  and  that  you  would  have  sugar  up 
within  a  few  days,  and  it  is  only  a  few 
days  or  weeks  or  a  few  months  at  the 


longest  until  you  will  have  to  deal  with 
rubber.  That  is  what  we  are  up  against. 
This  is  the  only  bill  you  will  have  a 
chance  to  support,  so,  as  I  said,  I  am 
going  to  support  it. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker 
i  leave  to  Extend  my  remarks  in 
I  ord,  I  inf lude  the  following  b 
;  by  JosepHhs  Daniels,  editor  of 
and  Observer,  of  Raleigh,  N.  C. 

|  Secretary  of  the  Navy  from  19 

Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen 
1  mittee,  as  am  American  citizen  who  believes 
X  in  preparedness  and  who  directed  the  forces 
;  of  the  Navy  during  World  Wan'  I,  I  wish  to 
give  expression  to  my  sincere  conviction 
1  that  the  proposed  conscription-  of  all  Ameri- 
;  can  youths  ovei\l8  is  a  dangerous  departure 

■  from  the  sound  Snd  settled  policy  of  America 
i  from  its  foundation.  Except  in  times  of 
;  war,  conscription.  violate^  fundamental 
l  Americanism,  and\confers  Upon  the  military 
I  the  duties  of  the  oome  and  the  school.  If 
']  half  of  the  cost  c*  the  moposed  universal 
«  conscription  was  ajKroprlited  to  the  public 
f  schools  the  youth  wmild  1*  far  better  trained 

than  in  any  system  qfndttcted  with  the  chief 
emphasis  upon  training  for  war.  More  than 
that,  from  civilian  institutions  there  would 
come  as  volunteers  al|fthe  men  needed  for 
making  the  most  effic; 

Marine  Corps,  and 
I  civilian  objectives  i 
y,  more  responsive  to  the 
.?  country. 

Mr.  Chairman  andp  gentlemen  of  the  com- 
mittee,  the  propaganda  foi,  compulsory  mili- 
::  tary  service  for  Am#ican  youth  is  based  upon 
jjj  three  false  premises: 

First.  Fear,  anjj'  I  hold!  with  Franklin 
Roosevelt  that  “fear  is  th«  only  thing  to 
fear.”  As  I  read  or  listen  V>  the  pleas  to 
Hitlerize  America,  and  see  how[  the  advocates 
of  compulsion  tlemble.  I  am  ri 
|  old  nursery  rhyme :  “Run,  lit 
fear  will  get  y#u.” 

Second.  Cyipcism,  the  disb' 
f  ability  of  ouwcivilization  to  risi 

1  agery  and  sp^  order  the  affairs 

2  age  as  to  make  war  an  anachronis? 

belief  is  basAd  on  the  silly  credo:  “There  have 
always  been  wars  and  there  always  will  be 
wars.”  f  \ 

Third.  Imperialism,  the  desire  t%t  Uncle 

■  Sam  shall,  abandon  democracy,  the  "Tight  of 
f  all  men  tp  govern  themselves,  and  fofiow  the 
|  example  »f  the  Israelites  of  old  who,  ^ired  of 

God’s  guidance,  wished  a  king  so  theyf. would 
be  like  |neighbor  nations  that  lived  by  the 
sword.  /It  was  this  jealously  of  John  Bull’s 
exploitation  of  weak  peoples  that  caused  us 
to  go  ."into  the  colonial  business  when  we 
obtained  rule  of  the  Philippines  by  conquest 
and  purchase,  and  held  on  to  them  under 
the  pious  profession  of  benevolent  assimila¬ 
tion,  Happily,  we  have  come  to  ourselves 
and;  redeemed  the  solemn  pledge  to  return 
sovereignty  to  the  Filipinos. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  let  me  hasten  to  avow  that  I  belong 
to  the  school  of  thought  which  holds  with 
Washington,  “In  time  of  peace  prepare  for 


l  war.”  I  also  am  a  Wilsonian  and  Roosevelt-; 
ian  who  believes  equally  in  the  maximur 
tn  time  of  war  prepare  for  peace.”  One 
ie  corollary  of  the  other.  As  long  as 
ie  men  and  nations  that  live  by  the  swq 
tltere  is  the  certainty  that  nations 
thb  means  of  defense  will  die  by  the  swd 
As^jjong  as  there  are  robbers  and  marauders, 
cities  must  maintain  a  vigilant  and  adec 
polite  force  to  protect  life  and  property/  the 
size  \jseing  regulated  by  the  danger  of  ceing 
despailed.  I  believe  everything  in  the/Bible 
"fr<*A  kivver  to  kivver”  except  “The/  meek 
shall  Inherit  the  earth.”  That  make*  me  a 
heretil  unless  this  prophecy  was  intended 
for  some  far  off  century.  Up  to  our  flay  the 
meek  Hjave  not  only  not  inherited  the  earth 
but  havte  been  the  victims  of  the  strong  and 
greedy  \fciose  creed  is  that  the  eartli  belongs 
to  those  |vho  have  the  power  and  ate  able  to 
go  up  aflb  take  it. 

Our  country  for  decades  was  s d  favorably 
situated  between  the  two  great/ oceans,  it 
had  little  |ear  of  invasion.  Tliay  was  in  the 
days  when/  communication  and/transporta¬ 
tion  were  sq  slow  that  Andrew  JAckson  could 
be  winning  :£lie  Battle  of  New  Jbrleans  days 
after  the  treaty  of  peace  had/  been  signed 
between  the  two  fighting  natipns  at  Ghent. 
That  protection  was  lessened/when  subma¬ 
rines  could  stealthily  enter  (far  harbors  be¬ 
fore  their  presence  was  discwered  and  hurl 
deadly  torpedoqp  to  destry  our  cities.  It  was 
lost  when  borders  in  a  Jew  hours  could 
fly  from  Tokio  akd  work  ha -Joe  on  the  Ameri¬ 
can  fleet  anchored  in  Pea/l  Harbor,  or  the 
“airy  navies  of  tire  central  Blue”  were  capable 
of  taking  off  before  breakfast  from  Berlin 
and  blasting  Bosfipn  befqfe  the  setting  sun." 
Protected  by  the  kiarroyf  channel  sparating 
it  from  the  continent,  tue  tight  little  island 
of  England  was  s$fe  f/om  invasion  in  all 
former  wars,  but  was  dangerously  near  de¬ 
struction  when  flyina  robots  wiped  out 
thickly  populated  sftekons  of  London  and 
made  life  a  nightmarjyto  millions.  Only  the 


supremacy  in  air,  a: 
forces,  prevented  its 
The  whole  militarj 
when  the  atomic  b< 
Infantry  in  the  ye: 
to  scientific  weapo: 


led  by  sea  and  land 
mihilation. 

Strategy  was  changed 
blasted  Hiroshima, 
ti  come  will  give  way 
and  the  suggestion  of 


universal  drilling  if  to  f; 
lessons  taught  by  lire  ne' 
War  II.  Indeed,  tf  e  day 
tant  when  the  foot  soldi: 
Cavalry  into  inmpuous  de: 

The  outstandmg  lesson 
War  II  is  that  #ie  nation 


to  appreciate  the 
warfare  in  World 
not  be  far  dis- 
s  will  follow  the 
letude. 

Jaught  by  World 
rhich  commands 


rinded  of  the 
fear,  or  big 

ief  in  the 
out  of  sav- 
a  civilized 
The  un¬ 


rule  the  world, 
be  fought  and 
er  subjection 
weapon  send- 
ed  cities,  in- 
itations.  No 
nd  garnered, 


the  air  is  the  nftion  that  cai 
This  is  not  to  sak  that  wars  ca 
enemy  countries  brought 
and  punished  alone  by  this  neij 
ing  its  bomhanurtling  on  croy 
dustrial  plai*s,  and  railway 
complete  vicaory  can  be  won 
as  this  war  proves,  except  by  afcial  warfare, 
with  hand  Jo-hand  fighting  tc|  follow  the 
devastation  from  the  air.  It  is  joo  soon  to 
assess  the  Relative  value  of  the  foflpes  of  land, 
sea,  and  ay,  or  to  plan  for  wise  piteparedness 
in  a  worm  that  is  still  bleeding’,  from  the 
wounds  o/  war.  There  must  be  time  for  the 
adoptionjbf  the  best  plan  after  all  tfie  lessons 
have  beep  made  known. 

The  first  sound  that  fell  upon  my  infant 
ears  wal  from  the  shelling  by  Federal  gun¬ 
boats  of  a  small  southern  town  in  which  I 
was  b<y-n.  I  have  lived  through  three  major 
wars.fiaving  been  privileged  to  direct  naval 
operations  of  the  United  States  in  World  War 
I.  Sfudy  and  experience  have  convinced  me 
thatyuntil  we  can  replace  war  with  effective 
international  agreement  as  a  safe  substitute 
/country  must  be  well  prepared  against 
attack.  In  1914,  when  the  European  war 
te  out  and  there  was  danger  the  contagion 
ght  reach  us,  the  Wilson  administration 
Side  plans,  and  in  1915  secured  authoriza- 
bn  for  the  creation  of  the  most  powerful 
in  the  world.  I  am  testifying  today 
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2.  INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  DILLo  The  Approp\atio 
with  amendments  this  "by/,  H„  R0  3339  (S.  Rept*  475 
added  $400,000  for  thp^jffice  of  Government  Reports 
Assets  Actainistratiyi,  $50,000  for  the  Council  of  Econo? 

$'75»000,000  for  tlye  Atomic  Energy  Commission-,  Regarding 
.  ment  Reports,  thjr  Committee  report  states:  "This  amount 
tion  of  the  agancy  on  a  restricted  "basis*  The  Committee 
that  this  agyfcy  has  overexpanded.  ©  *  A  limitation  of  $7, 
placed  on  y<e  salaries  of  personnel  of. the  agency.  The 
salaries  presently  in  effect  and  it  is  the  opinion,  that 
.  perforrya,  the  limitation  is  justified©" 

3©  JAR  POWERS*  3oth  Houses  agreed  to  tho  conference  report  on  H,  R.  3^47,  trtgeon- 
tyfue  export-control,  allocations,  and  priorit ies  powers  on  a  restricted  "basis 
(p,  8841-3?  S8S7 This  "bill  will  now  "be  sent  to  the  President© 

PURCHASING©  Received  the  GAO  report  under  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944 
(So  Doc©  75) (pc  SS29)o 
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.TISTICS.  The  Civil  Service  Commit  tee.  reported  with  amendments  S*  1 497*^0 

_ d  the.  act  authorizing  the  Census  Bureau  to  collect  and  publish  sta^stics 

of  cottonseed  and  its  products  (S.  Rept.  4Sl)(p.  8&J>0)  • 


am 


PERSONNEL.  Th$  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendment's.  4l6,  to  ex¬ 
tend  veteran's  -preference  to  \vidowed  mothers  of  certain  ex-s^Yicemen  (S0  Rept. 
UB0)(p/sS30)o  X  S'  . 


7.  PATENTS.  The  JudiciarXConmittee  reported  without  a,siendment  H0  R.,395^*  ex¬ 
tend  temporarily  the  time  .for,  filing  applicationjp'for  patents  and  for  taking 
. .  action  in  the  Patent  Office'Xitk  respect  ther^lfo  ( S.  Rept.  $02)(p«  S&30). 

S. -PTIBLICt-WORKS  LOANSo  The  Banking Currp/fcy  Committed  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  S.  l4S7»  to  remove  restriction's  .Off  '. loans  by  Eederal  agencies  to  finance 
construction  of  certain  public  vorljjr'TX  Rept.  504)(p*  SS3o). 

9.  CONSUMER  CREDIT.  The  Banking  a<rfcL  Currency  CS’Jsmittee  reported  an  original  mea¬ 
sure,  S*.  Jc  Res.  l4S,  to  autnorize  temporary  oX^inuation  of  regulation  of 
consumer  credit  (So  ReptyX-73) (p.  oS30). 


10.  TAXATION.  Debated  Jf.  R.  3950 »  the  tax-reduction  bill 


SS33-S,  SSUI4-63)  - 


11  o  ELQOD  CONTROL.X  Sen.  Wherry,  Nebr.,  spoke  in  favor  of  addition!  flood-control 
activities? discussing  flood  damage,  to  farm  lands  (pp.  883S-9. 

12.  DAIEY^fNDUSTRY.  Sen.  Langer9  N.  Dak.,  criticized  activities  of  the  National 
D^dry  Products  Corp.  (pp.  SS65~7S)i 

«  PERSON1TE.L o  A  Civil  Service  Subcommittee  approved  without  amendment  S.  118S, 
establishing  retention  preference  regulations  to  employees  permanently  injurec 
in  line  of  duty,  in  making  reductions  in  Government  forces  (p.  D520) . 


HOUSE  -  July  11 


l4„  SUGAR,  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R<,  4075»  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1.9 37  (pp>  GSSS-902)o  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Repo  Murray,  Wis<>,  to  continue1 
requirements  for  payment  of  fair  wages  on  a  modified  basis  (pp.  SSGS-92). 
Rejected  amendments  to  'continue  the  Act  for  1  year  only,  to  increase  the  domes 
tic  quota  to  5S 2oS ,000  tons,  to  protect  Puerto  Rico  refineries.  Rejected, 

.  47-101,  a  motion  by  Rep,  Plannagan,  Va.,  to  recommit  the  bill  with  instruction 

that  the  Committee  report  it  in  a  form  continuing  the  Act  for  1  year  and  pro¬ 
viding  for  reallocation  of  any  of  the  194$  Philippine  deficit  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions. of  H»  R„  4075  (p°  S9O p). 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Rep.  Gathings,  Ark.,  spoke  in  favor  of  various  increases  iji^ 
■^tko^agricultural  appropriation  bill,  eart icularly  for  soil  conservation.  (p« 

SssiT 


16.  NAVAL  APPROPRIATION 

.  3493  (pp.  SSol-4) 


"on  this  bill,  H.  R. 


17.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  R^T^onson  of  Ind.,  Tibbott,  Canfield, 

Griffiths,  Cannon,  Kir  wan,  ...and'^Cndrews  oi^Elst%iltiwre  appointed  House  conferees 
on  this  bill,  H.  .  £>9Q2)  o  Senate  conJe^e®^  were,  appoint  ed  July  10. 


lo.  C  0 11  .D I  NATION?  Rep.  Cooley,  N.  C. ,  spoke  in  support. of  H„  11.  4150  (see  Digest 
3-31-v  and  explained  that  it  provides  for  soil— conservation  research  bh-io.ush.  the 
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r.  Speaker,  this  bill  should  be  recom¬ 
mitted  to  the  committee  from  which  it 
came  ror  further  study  and  investigation. 

How  can  a  Member  of  this  House  sup¬ 
port  this  Measure  and  then  go  home  and 
explain  to\is  people  why  this  unneces¬ 
sary  burdenSwas  added  to  the  cost  of 
natural  gas  torthe  ultimate  consumers? 

This  bill  shoul^  be  recommitted,  by  all 
means. 

COMMITTEE  ON  WtERANS’  AFFAIRS 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Rjtessachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unaninSous  consent  that 
the  Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs  be 
permitted  to  sit  today  during  general  de¬ 
bate. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Mr.  Speakdkreserving 
the  right  to  object,  may  I  ask \^hat  bills 
will  be  taken  up? 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  MassachusettsX  Sub¬ 
committee  bills,  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man.  The  gentleman  from  Ohio  fylr. 
Ramey]  has  certain  bills  for  considers 
tion  in  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Is  it  going  to  be  an 
executive  session  or  open  hearing? 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
understand  it  will  be  an  executive  ses¬ 
sion. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

EXTENSION  OF  TITLE  III  OF  SECOND  WAR 
POWERS  ACT 

Mr.  MICHENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.  R.  3647)  to  extend  certain  powers 
of  the  President  under  title  III  of  the 
Second  War  Powers  Act,  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July  10, 
1947.) 

Mr.  MICHENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Springer], 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  m^#  I 
say  that  I  will  yield  to  my  distinguished 
colleague  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Cravens]  at  the  proper  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  Second  War  Powers  Act. 
The  conference  report  wa^' fully  agreed 
upon  by  both  the  Senate  #hd  House  con¬ 
ferees. 

One  of  the  matters  controversy  was 
the  question  as  to  /Whether  hard  fiber 
and  cordage  should  be  retained  in  the 
bill.  The  confenies,  after  having  heard 
all  of  the  evid^ice  and  examined  the 
hearings,  deteftnined  that  such  controls 
over  hard  filler  and  cordage  are  no  longer 
necessary^jmd  that  provision  was  strick¬ 
en,  from  tile  bill. 

I  recall  that  when  the  bill  was  under 
consideration  earlier  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Rizley] 
rajfied  a  question  about  transportation 
d<iuipment  and  facilities  of  rail  carriers. 


That  provision  was  incorporated  in  this 
bill,  and  that  control  is  now  exercised  on 
transportation  equipment  and  facilities 
by  rail  carriers,  which  will  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  secure  the  needed  materials  and 
supplies  for  the  purpose  of  building  new 
freight  cars  and  new  railroad  cars,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  making  needed  re¬ 
pairs,  and  also  for  allocating  this  equip¬ 
ment  so  the  shipment  of  grain  can  be 
properly  handled  and  taken  care  of.  I 
think  that  question  is  entirely  covered 
by  this  bill,  as  you  will  note  on  page  3  of 
the  conference  report. 

On  the  question  of  cinchona  bark, 
quinine,  and  quinidine,  the  allocation 
and  control  was  limited  to  a  stock  pile 
which  the  Government  might  now  have 
on  hand,  or  which  it  might  hereafter  ac¬ 
quire.  The  hearings  disclosed  that 
1,000,000  ounces  of  quinine  have  been  dis¬ 
covered  as  surplus  in  the  hands  of  the 
Army.  That  is  coming  into  the  posses¬ 
sion  of  the  Government  quite  soon.  Of 
course,  that  particular  quinine  will  be 
^subject  to  allocation,  and  that  which  is 
the  Government  stock  pile,  and  which 
isXubject  to  allocation  in  the  hands 
th^Government  is  also  subject  to  alloca 
tion  dfiwn  through  the  channels  through 
whichVuinine  will  go.  However,  the  in¬ 
dustry  has  the  power  and  the  right  to 
purchaseVinchona  bark,  quinijfe,  and 
quinidine  oc  the  open  marker  without 
any  control  and  without  any/allocation, 
and  that  whicKis  purchasec 
market,  and  whfech  is  not 
cation  under  thi\bill, 
any  allocation  as’Xo 


the  open 
to  allo- 
fnot  subject  to 
lose  into  whose 


rbject 


charg 


vis> 


hands  it  might  finalV  fall  and  where  it 
might  eventually  b^uted. 

I  think  that  coyers  practically  every¬ 
thing  upon  that  ptibject.  ^ffhe  protection 
with  reference/to  petrolema  and  petro¬ 
leum  products  which  was^uitten  into 
this  measure  in  the  House  ^js  carried 
forward  in- this  measure  by  the  offerees. 

I  think  that  is  a  wholesome  and  effective 
provisieh  for  the  protection  of  the  people 
of  thji  country  with  reference  to  pstro- 
leunflf  and  petroleum  products.  "000 
much  of  those  commodities  have  bee 
sent  to  Russia,  and  to  foreign  countries.’’ 
j  The  provision  included  in  this  report 
should  be  helpful  to  our  people. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  yield  to  my  good 
friend. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Does 
this  conference  report  have  any  control 
over  the  export  of  grains  or  food? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Under  the  Second 
War  Powers  Act,  may  I  explain  to  my 
distinguished  friend,  the  foods  and  food 
products  are  eliminated  therefrom.  But 
you  will  note  on  page  3  of  the  report 
the  export  controls  are  continued  until 
March  1,  1948,  and  the  Second  War 
Powers  Act  is  continued  until  that  same 
date  on  the  limited  number  of  items 
which  ard  embraced  in  the  pending  re¬ 
port  of  the  conferees.  The  export  con¬ 
trols  are  continued,  as  you  will  note  from 
this  conference  report,  until  March  1, 
1948.  Those  export  controls  are  em¬ 
braced  in  the  Export  Control  Act,  and 
that  act  is  continued. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Then, 
this  conference  report  is  more  compre¬ 


hensive  than  the  bill  which  was  passed 
by  the  House. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  The  gentlema^f  is 
entirely  correct.  It  is  much  mortyfcom- 
prehensive  because  it  embraces  not  only 
the  matters  contained  in  the  Second  War 
Powers  Act,  but  also  embraces  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  export  control  under  the 
Export  Control  Act  until  Inarch  1,  1948. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Ryield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  , of  California.  Do 
I  understand  therr^hat  the  export  con¬ 
trols  are  to  be  continued  under  the  same 
administrative  /et-up  that  now  exists? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Under  this  confer¬ 
ence  report, -4s  the  gentleman  will  ob¬ 
serve  in  section  6,  on  page  3,  of  the 
report,  the  administration  is  to  be  con¬ 
ducted  Joy  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  he  is  made  the  responsible  head  in 
(e  of  the  administration  of  the  pro- 
£ns  of  this  law  from  this  time  on  until 
it/finally  terminates. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  California.  How 
'does  that  change  the  present  set-up  for 
the  administration  of  export  controls? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Under  the  present 
arrangement,  each  one  of  the  depart¬ 
ments  are  practically  in  control  of  their 
own  controls,  that  is,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  controlling  the  exports  of 
agricultural  commodities,  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  is  controlling  im¬ 
plements  and  machinery  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  California.  Did 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  exercise 
control  or  did  it  not  just  recommend  to 
the  Office  of  International  Trade  in  the 
Department  of  Commerce  what  items 
should  be  given  export  licenses? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  As  we  obtained  the 
evidence  in  the  hearings,  that  is  all 
handled  under  an  interdepartmental  ar¬ 
rangement  by  which  the  Secretary  of 
State  would  confer  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  or  with  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  or  whichever  particular  depart¬ 
ment  of  government  controlled  that  par¬ 
ticular  commodity.  Those  departments 
would  reach  an  agreement  and  then  the 
allocations  would  be  made  in  accordance 
therewith.  But  under  this  present  con- 
rence  report,  the  one  now  presented 
to^he  House,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
willviave  charge  of  the  administration. 
He  vviff  be  the  responsible  head  and  the 
responsible  person. 

Mr.  A1TOERSON  of  California.  Was 
any  consideration  given  by  the  conferees 
to  the  suggrtetion  contained  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  for  tnk  setting  up  of  an  adminis¬ 
trative  agency  laitside  of  the  Department 
of  Commerce  fontthe  allocation  of  export 
licenses? 

Mr.  SPRINGER."VThat  was  not  con¬ 
sidered.  In  the  original  bill  which  was 
introduced  in  the  Senate,  it  provided 
that  a  department  hea<l  should  be  set 
up,  and  he  should  be  granted  the  right 
to  employ  such  departmental  assistants 
as  he  might  require.  But  they  amended 
the  bill  in  the  Senate,  and  tharcortion  of 
the  bill  was  not  presented  to  the  con¬ 
ferees.  \, 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Calif (£gia.  I  will 
say  that  my  interest  in  this  stems  from 
the  fact  that  some  of  the  folks  I  repre¬ 
sent  are  being  kicked  around  under  the 
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present  administration  and  find  it  ex¬ 
tremely  difficult  to  secure  export  li¬ 
censes.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  gen¬ 
tleman  knows  it  or  not,  but  there  have 
been  'a  series  of  black-market  rackets 
built  up  under  the  present  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  Export  Control  Act. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  May  I  say  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  California 
that  according  to  my  information  there 
has  been  some  confusion  with  respect  to 
the  issuance  o^  licenses.  But  under  this 
conference  repeat,  this  bill  if  it  is  finally 
enacted  into  lafy,  thus  placing  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  in  ttie  hands  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce.  J  feel  quite  confident 
that  such  confusion^  will  be  very  largely 
eliminated. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of’California.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  hope  so. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Th^disturbances  in 
issuing  licenses  was  caused’  more  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  confusion  whicf^  existed,  very 
largely.  It  is  hoped,  under^his  bill,  this 
confusion  will  be  entirely  eliminated. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Speake\  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  yield  to  thq  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MASON.  The  fact  that  It  has 
been  an  interdepartmental  mattei\and 
that  one  had  to  go  to  the  other,  and,  so 
forth,  was  the  one  thing  that  caused 
confusion  and  the  kicking  around,  as  t? 
gentleman  from  California  has  statec 
Now,  by  placing  it  in  one  department,' 
that  ought  to  eliminate  that  confusion. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  In  other  words,  it 
makes  one  department  head  entirely  re¬ 
sponsible.  I  think  that  confusion  of  the 
past  will  be  largely  eliminated  in  the  fu¬ 
ture. 

Mr.  MICHENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  wjfi 
the  gentleman  yield?  f 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  yield  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  chairman.  i 

Mr.  MICHENER.  The  conference  re¬ 
port  places  the  responsibility  in  a'single 
individual,  without  creating  any^new  bu¬ 
reau  with  a  lot  of  additional  employees 
and  expense.  / 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  That  is  entirely  cor¬ 
rect.  / 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  /  i 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Yes/ 1  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALTER.  Does  the  conference 
report  preserve  the  provisions  with  re¬ 
spect  to  judicial  review? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Yes.  That  is  re¬ 
tained  in  the  measure. 

Mr.  McGREGQft.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield?  / 

Mr.  SPRINGER, 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Am  I  right  in  my 
supposition  that  foods  and  food  products, 
manila  (abaca)  fiber  and  cordage,  agave 
fiber  and  cordage,  and  fertilizer  ma¬ 
terials  are  no  longer  under  the  control 
program?  . 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  The  gentleman  is 
entirely  correct.  Those  articles  are  not 
under  the  control  program,  under  the 
provisions  of  this  report. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Cravens!. 

Mr.  CRAVENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ferees  are  in  entire  agreement.  The  gen¬ 


/ 


I  yield  to  the  gentle - 


Fisher 

McGarvey 

Fuller 

Macy 

Gallagher 

Mansfield,  Tex. 

Gifford 

Monroney 

Gorski 

Nixon 

Harless,  Ariz. 

Norblad 

:Harness,  Ind. 

Pfeifer 

Harrison 

Powell 

Hartley 

Rayfiel 

Hebert 

Rich 

Heffernan 

Robsion 

Hendricks 

Schwabe,  Mo. 

Herter 

Scoblick 

Jenkins,  Pa. 

Scott,  Ha r die 

Jones,  N.  C. 

Smith,  Kans. 

Judd 

Smith,  Ohio 

Kee 

Vinson 

Kelley 

Keogh 

Kersten,  Wis. 

Youngblood 

tleman  from  Indiana  has  made  a  com-  / 
plete  statement  of  the  conference  report./ 

I  have  no  requests  for  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agree' 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid 
table. 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  the  point  of  /Srder  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  fllr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House, 

A  call  of  the  House  v/as  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  th^  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
name's 

[Roll  Ro.  107] 

Barden 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Bland 
Bloom 
Bolton 
Boykin 
Buckley 
Byrne,  N.  Y. 

Carroll 
Celler  i 

Clark  / 

Clements  / 

Cole,  Mo.  f 
Cole,  N.  y. 

Combs  / 

Coudert 
Courtney 
Dawson,  Ill. 

Dlngell 
,  Dcf 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  roll  call,  367 
embers  have  answered  to  their  names, 
uorum. 

unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

\extension  of  remarks 

Mr.  WOODRUFF  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  in’^ive  instances  and  to  include 
newspaper  Articles. 

Mr.  POUI^ON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  Textend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  VAN  ZANfyr  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  article  entitled 
“United  States  Marine  Corps  Faced  With 
Possible  Extinction  \f  Merger  Bill  Is 
Enacted 

Mr.  MCDOWELL  ask\d  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  hi&remarks  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  LEMKE  asked  and  \tos  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  editorial  written 
in  1816  in  the  Chicago  Tribu: 

Mr.  HAND  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks^  in  the 
Record. 

Mrs.  NORTON  asked  and  was'tgiven 
permission  to  extend  her  remarks  in.,  the 
Record  and  include  a  newspaper  article. 

Mr.  KEATING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  two 
instances  in  the  Record  and  include  two’ 
editorials  from  the  New  York  Times. 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  for  the  further  consider¬ 


ation  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4075)  to  regulate 
commerce  among  the  several  States,  with 
the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States,  and  with  foreign  coun¬ 
tries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers 
of  sugars  and  of  those  engaged  in  the 
domestic  sugar-producing  industry,  to 
promote  the  export  trade  of  the  United 
States;  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  resolved  it¬ 
self  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
further  consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R. 
4075,  with  Mr.  Cunningham  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  Thursday,  July  10,  there  was 
pending  an  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  and 
a  substitute  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray!  for  the  Hope  amendment. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
withdraw  the  amendment  that  I  offered 
on  Thursday. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr.  HILL.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
know  if  the  gentleman  is  withdrawing 
the  entire  amendment. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  wish 
to  say  that  I  asked  unanimous  consent 
to  withdraw  this  amendment - 

Mr.  HILL.  Well,  reserving  the  right 
to  object,  I  still  want  to  know  if  you  have 
another  amendment  that  is  worse  than 
the  one  you  offered  the  other  day. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  does  not 
believe  that  is  a  proper  question. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  that  he  be 
permitted  to  withdraw  the  substitute 
which  was  offered  on  Thursday,  July  10, 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope!? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
Hope  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  it  an  amendment 
or  a  substitute? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  It  is  a 
substitute  for  the  Hope  amendment.  It 
is  exactly  like  the  present  law. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  substitute  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Murray  of  Wis¬ 
consin:  On  page  22,  following  line  3,  insert 
a  new  subsection  (c)  to  follow  section  301, 
as  follows: 

“(c)  (1)  That  all  persons  employed  on  the 
farm  in  the  production,  cultivation,  or  har¬ 
vesting  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  with  re¬ 
spect  to  which  an  application  for  payment 
is  made  shall  have  been  paid  in  full  for  all 
such  work,  and  shall  have  been  paid  wages 
therefor  at  rates  not  less  than  those  that 
may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
fair  and  reasonable  after  investigation  and 
due  notice  and  opportunity  for  public  hear¬ 
ing;  and  in  making  such  determinations  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  tha 
standards  therefor  formerly  established  by 
him  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 
as  amended,  and  the  differences  in  conditions 
among  various  producing  areas:  Provided, 
however,  That  a  payment  which  would  be 
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payable  except  for  the  foregoing  provisions 
of  this  subparagraph  may  be  made,  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine,  in  such  manner 
that  the  laborer  will  receive  an  amount, 
insofar  as  such  payment  will  suffice,  equal  to 
the  amount  of  the  accrued  unpaid  wages  for 
such  work,  and  that  the  producer  will  receive 
the  remainder,  if  any,  of  such  payment. 

“(2)  That  the  producer  on  the  farm  who 
is  also,  directly  or  indirectly  a  processor  of 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  as  may  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  shall  have  paid,  or 
contracted  to  pay  under  either  purchase  or 
toll  agreements,  for  any  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  grown  by  other  producers  and  processed 
by  him  at  rates  not  less  than  those  that  may 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable  after  investigation  and  due 
notice  and  opportunity  for  public  hearing.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  is  recognized. 

(Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin  asked 
and  was  granted  permission  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  shall 
not  take  the  full  5  minutes  for  myself. 

I  will  just  repeat  what  I  said  yester¬ 
day,  that  this  is  nothing  but  what  is 
included  in  the  present  law. 

The  reason  I  made  the  substitution 
this  morning  was  to  be  sure  that  every 
word  in  the  present  law  is  included  in 
this  section.  And  to  add  the  section  to 
protect  the  producer.  That  is  section  2, 
that  has  just  been  read.  We  then  take 
care  of  the  producer  as  well  as  the  la¬ 
borer  as  provided  by  the  present  law. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  I  was  unable  to  hear 
the  gentleman’s  amendment.  I  think 
he  should  explain  it. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  The 
amendment  consists  of  the  first  two  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  Hope  amendment  but  leaves 
off  the  section  which  does  something,  no¬ 
body  knows  exactly  what,  to  labor.  This 
makes  the  first  two  sections  the  same  as 
the  present  law. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  The  gentleman  al¬ 
ready  has  an  amendment  pending,  has 
he  not? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  just 
withdrew  that  by  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  This  is  a  new 
amendment? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  This  is 
a  substitute  for  my  substitute.  And  I 
might  say  to  my  colleagues  that  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  Chairman  consulted  with  me 
about  this,  and  it  is  through  him  that 
I  am  able  to  present  it  in  this  amended 
form. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  This 
calls  for  the  Secretary  to  continue  as  a 
collection  agency  to  see  that  the  labor 
engaged  in  sugar  production  is  paid. 
That  is  correct,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  This 
continues  present  law.  Whatever  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  can  do  now  he 
can  continue  to  do  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  It  still 
continues  that  practice,  then,  where  he 
acts  as  a  collection  agency  to  see  that 
these  people  are  paid. 


Suppose  some  of  these  laborers  should 
run  up  a  bill  with  a  merchant  but  do 
not  pay  the  bill  after  they  get  their 
money.  Would  the  gentleman  have  any 
objection  to  adding  an  amendment  to 
the  effect  that  before  the  Secretary  paid 
out  this  money  that  these  laborers  should 
pay  their  bills? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  may 
say  to  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Minnesota  that  so  far  as  I  am  concerned 
the  House  will  pass  on  the  merits  of  his 
amendment  if  he  wishes  to  offer  an 
amendment.  That  surely  is  his  privi¬ 
lege.  I  still  like  to  believe  we  are  getting 
back  to  representative  government. 
Whether  my  endorsement  would  help  or 
hurt  the  gentleman  I  do  not  know,  so  I 
suggest  he  offers  an  amendment  if  he 
has  one. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  As  I  understand 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  it  provides  that  subsection  301  (e), 
301  (b),  and  301  (d)  of  the  1937  Sugar 
Act  shall  be  included  n  the  pending  bill. 
Those  subsections  provide  for  fair  price 
determination  and  fair  wage  determina¬ 
tion  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  a 
mandatoi  manner.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  This 
amendment  is  just  the  present  law.  If 
the  present  law  does  those  things,  then 
this  amendment  does  those  things,  too. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  The  present  law 
accomplishes  that. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Then 
this  will  do  what  the  present  law  accom¬ 
plishes. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  Then  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment  puts  into  the  bill 
today  that  which  is  existing  law. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  took 
this  matter  up  with  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  had  his'"assurance  that 
this  should  have  been  corrected  That  is 
the  reason  I  offer  it  this  morning. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Is  there  any  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  gentleman’s  substitute  in¬ 
cluding  present  law? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  No;  not 
according  to  the  chairman  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  If  I  understand 
the  gentleman’s  substitute,  the  substitute 
attempts  to  put  into  this  bill  what  has 
been  part  of  the  several  bills  that  have 
been  passed  during  the  previous  years. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  The 
gentleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  In  relation  to  fair 
wages,  fair  prices,  and  so  forth;  nothing 
else. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  It  was  my  under¬ 
standing  that  that  was  to  be  offered  as  a 
committer  amendment.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  It  was, 
but  the  committee  amendment  got  a  lit¬ 
tle  complicated.  It  contained  certain 
phrases  which  were  rather  ambiguous 
and  under  which  it  was  difficult  to  anti¬ 
cipate  what  would  happen.  It  seemed  to 
me  therefore  that  the  part  of  wisdom 
was  to  modify  it  as  I  have  done. 


I  wish  to  ask  my  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  if  I  have  answered  these  questions 
correctly,  that  this  amendment  will  leave 
the  present  law  just  as  it  is  as  far  as  the 
producer  and  the  laborer  are  concerned. 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  my  understand¬ 
ing.  The  amendment  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  offered  reenacts  the  present 
provisions  of  the  law  relating  to  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  fair  wages  and  the  payment  of 
fair  prices. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  all  debate  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  myself  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  30  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  l Mr. 
August  H.  Andresen.  1 

[Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Committee.  His  remarks 
will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack]. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
had  an  impression — an  erroneous  one  I 
found  out  afterward  when  I  came  on  the 
floor  after  being  in  committee  for  2  hours 
yesterday  afternoon — that  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  would  put  back  into 
this  bill  the  provision  of  the  law  that 
has  existed  since  1934.  I  subsequently 
found  out  that  that  was  not  so,  and  that 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Murray] 
would.  I  am  supporting  the  Murray 
amendment. 

My  friend  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  August  H.  Andresen]  says  that 
he  opposes  the  Murray  amendment  be¬ 
cause  it  is  the  use  of  a  governmental 
agency,  ift  this  case  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  as  a  collection  agency.  Yet, 
as  I  understand,  he  has  agreed  to  the 
committee  amendment,  and  certainly  if 
my  understanding  is  correct — I  may  be 
wrong,  but  if  I  am  incorrect,  I  would  like 
to  be  corrected — the  Hope  amendment 
applies  to  those  employed  in  the  cane 
sections,  and  certainly  it  makes  a  collec¬ 
tion  agency  for  them  if  what  the  gentle¬ 
man  says  about  the  collection  agency  is 
correct.  So,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  basic  objection  is  unsound,  and 
that  he  find  himself  in  an  inconsistent 
position. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  do 
not  think  I  am  inconsistent  in  my  posi¬ 
tion,  because  the  committee  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
does  take  care  of  those  laborers  in  the 
areas  where  the  processor  is  the  one  who 
handles  the  production. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  gentleman 
admits  that  to  that  extent,  if  what  he 
says  is  correct,  it  being  a  collection  agency 
by  an  agency  of  the  Government,  that 
then  the  Hope  amendment  does  that  for 
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some  employees  of  the  sugar  industry, 
that  is,  the  cane  employees. 

The  thought  I  had  is  this,  that  this  is 
a  very  sensitive  bill.  Those  who  have 
lived  with  it  for  years  realize  that  it  is 
based  upon  certain  practical  necessities. 
I  might  term  this  a  bill  based  on  expe¬ 
diency.  There  are  many  diverse  inter¬ 
ests,  and  every  one  in  this  House  wants 
to  see  an  over-all  bill  go  through  that  is 
fair  and  satisfactory  to  all  the  interests 
involved,  and  yet  protect  the  public,  and 
there  must  be  a  give  and  take  here  and 
there.  All  of  these  factors  have  been 
considered  in  bygone  years  by  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  coming  from  various 
sections  of  the  country. 

It  seems  to  be  in  the  interest  of  har¬ 
mony  and  carrying  out  that  sensitive 
understanding  which  has  existed  in  by¬ 
gone  years  that  there  should  be  reincor¬ 
porated  into  this  bill  the  language  in 
relation  to  fair  wages  and  fair  pricing 
that  has  been  in  the  law  since  1934  and 
that  has  been  extended  from  time  to 
time.  If  that  is  done,  then  there  is  no 
difficulty  to  this  bill’s  passing,  but,  if  it  is 
not,  then  that  sensitive  adjustment  will 
have  been  disturbed,  and  I  hope  that  will 
not  happen. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Marcantonio]  . 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  situation  as  we  now  find  it  is  as  fol¬ 
lows:  The  existing  law  has  provisions 
protecting  workers  in  both  the  cane-  and 
the  beet-sugar  industry,  protecting  them 
in  two  respects.  No  benefits  are  to  be 
paid  to  processors  unless  two  conditions 
are  fulfilled.  One  is  that  the  worker  has 
to  be  paid  in  full,  and  the  other  is  that 
the  worker  has  to  be  paid  a  fair  and 
reasonable  wage  established  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture. 

This  bill  has  come  to  us  without  that 
provision  in  it  at  all.  Now  the  commit¬ 
tee  offers  an  amendment  restoring  those 
provisions,  in  effect,  only  for  cane  work¬ 
ers.  The  committee  amendment  does 
not  restore  the  prot^ition  for  beet-sugar 
workers.  I  cannot  conceive  of  any  rea¬ 
son,  first,  for  having  left  this  entire  labor 
provision  out  of  the  bill,  nor  can  I  con¬ 
ceive  of  any  reason  for  reinstating  this 
provision  for  the  protection  of  the  cane 
workers  only  and  not  extending  it  to  the 
beet  workers.  What  is  the  distinction? 
Why  was  this  provision  to  safeguard  both 
the  cane  and  beet  workers  left  out  of  this 
bill  from  the  very  beginning?  Who  were 
the  interests  that  insisted  on  the  elimi¬ 
nation  of  this  safeguard  for  all  sugar 
workers  which  has  been  in  this  law  ever 
since  we  have  had  a  Sugar  Act? 

I  think  Congress  and  the  American 
people  are  entitled  to  an  explanation. 
What  is  more,  I  believe  it  is  ironic  that 
at  a  time  when  Congress  is  discussing 
the  question  of  an  increase  in  minimum 
wages,  advocated  by  the  House  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  majority  party  as  well  as  by 
the  House  leadership  of  the  minority 
party,  that  in  this  session,  when  we  are 
trying  to  lift  the  minimum  wage,  we 
remove  from  the  Sugar  Act  the  provi¬ 
sion  which  guarantees  “fair  and  reason¬ 
able”  minimum  wages  for  all  sugar 
workers?  Why  is  it  that  we  are  now 
asked  to  destroy  the  minimum-wage 


protection  for  the  beet-sugar  workers? 
Why  was  this  minimum-wage  protection 
for  both  cane  and  beet  workers  entirely 
eliminated  when  this  bill  was  brought 
to  the  floor?  Why  are  we  asked  now  to 
refuse  to  protect  the  beet  workers? 
Those  are  questions  that  raise  a  very 
serious  suspicion  in  the  minds  of  every¬ 
one  with  respect  to  the  entire  bill. 

I  do  hope  that  the  Murray  amendment 
will  be  adopted  as  a  substitute  for  the 
committee  amendment.  In  that  manner 
we  will  dispose  of  this  wage  question  and 
return  to  a  policy  that  Congress  has  fol¬ 
lowed  from  the  first  enactment  of  sugar 
legislation  of  giving  some  protection  to 
workers  in  the  sugar  industry,  both  to 
the  cane  workers  and  the  beet  workers 
as  well. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  ap¬ 
parently  the  producer  who  grows  sugar 
beets  and  the  processors  who  process  the 
sugar  beets,  the  State  Department,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  by  reason  of 
their  agreeing  to  the  text  of  this  bill  as 
here  proposed  to  be  amended  by  the 
committee,  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
insofar  as  those  parties  to  the  agreement 
are  concerned,  that  the' amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Hope]  is  satisfactory.  This  de¬ 
bate  has  brought  into  the  discussion  the 
other  side  of  the  equation,  which  is  the 
general  welfare,  you  might  say,  of  the 
workers. 

May  I  ask  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  if  his  amendment  provides  present 
law  language  with  respect  to  the  prices 
which  the  factory  pays  to  the  grower 
for  sugar  beets? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  May  I 
say  to  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Michigan  that  it  does.  It  is  an  exact 
copy  of  the  present  law. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  That  is  the  point 
I  wanted  to  bring  out.  Therefore,  there 
is  an  equation  which  has  not  been  men¬ 
tioned  so  far  in  the  debate  on  this 
amendment  as  I  understand  it.  That  is, 
that  present  law  in  lieu  of  the  benefits 
paid  to  processors  and  growers  provides 
that  before  these  benefits  can  be  ob¬ 
tained,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  must 
agree  to  the  price  that  is  to  be  paid. 
Institutionally,  outside  of  the  realm  of 
government  control  and  government 
interference  in  private  affairs  and  based 
on  some  10  years  or  more  of  perform¬ 
ance,  the  language  in  the  present  law 
has  been  accepted  and  we  have  gone 
along  with  it. 

But  coming  back  to  my  first  observa¬ 
tion  and  to  my  remarks  of  the  other  day 
to  the  effect  that  this  bill  puts  into  oper¬ 
ation  the  agreement  which  was  reached 
by  the  parties  who  sat  around  the  table 
and  agreed,  you  have  to  make  up  your 
mind  whether  you  want  to  bring  old  law 
provisions  into  this  proposal  or  leave 
them  out  with  the  modifications  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Hope].  So,  it  is  a  situation  where  I  do 
not  know  how  you  can  make  up  your 
minds.  You  certainly  cannot  go  both 
ways  so  you  must  go  one  way  or  the 
other.  If  all  parties  agree  on  the  so- 
called  Hope  amendment.  Then  you  can 
thus  substantially  support  the  general 


agreement  which  the  bill  covers  and 
supports. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
•Flannagan]  for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  so-called  Murray  amendment  will 
take  some  of  the  viciousness  out  of  this 
piece  of  legislation.  It  should  be 
adopted.  If  the  Murray  amendment  is 
left  out,  the  producers  and  the  laborers 
have  no  protection  whatsoever  and  you 
will  be  turning  the  sugar  industry  from 
top  to  bottom  over  to  the  processors. 

.  When  the  1934  law  was  passed,  due  to 
the  fact  that  we  were  subsidizing  the 
sugar  interests,  we  thought  that  some 
provision  should  be  written  in  the  law 
which  would  carry  back  a  part  of  that 
subsidy,  at  least,  to  the  producers  and 
laborers  who  produced  the  sugarcane 
and  the  beets.  That  is  the  reason  we 
wrote  into  law  the  amendment  that  Mr. 
Murray  is  now  trying  to  preserve, 
namely,  that  the  Secretary  should  see 
that  fair  prices  are  paid  to  the  producers 
and  that  the  Secretary  should  see  that  a 
fair  wage  was  paid  to  the  laboring 
people.  That  was  right  and  it  is  right 
that  we  should  adopt  that  kind  of  legis¬ 
lation.  They  say  it  was  agreed  that  the 
producer-labor  provision  be  left  out  of 
the  bill.  Oh,  yes;  I  know  the  way  it  was 
agreed  to.  I  know  who  was  around  the 
table  when  this  bill  was  drawn  up.  I 
challenge  any  man  on  this  floor  to  name 
a  single  laboring  man  who  sat  around 
that  table.  This  is  the  only  protection 
that  was  in  the  law  which  protected  the 
rights  of  the  laboring  man.  If  you  do 
not  adopt  the  Murray  amendment  you 
are  leaving  the  laboring  man  and  the 
producer  at  the  mercy  of  the  processors. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  As  far  as  the 
various  groups,  representing  the  differ¬ 
ent  interests  and  the  general  public,  is 
concerned,  through  the  years  in  this  bill, 
which  is  very  sensitive,  that  it  means 
that  that  sensitiveness  is  disturbed  and 
broken  up. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Flanna¬ 
gan]  has  expired. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Fernandez]  is  recognized  for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment, 
which  I  send  to  the  desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Fernandez  to 
the  committee  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Hope:  Strike  out  from  subparagraph  3  of  the 
amendment  Hie  following: 

“(i)  If  producers  in  such  area,  who  are 
also  processors,  produce  in  excess  of  5  percent 
of  the  total  production  of  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  in  such  area,  and  also  (ii).” 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  thoroughly  in  accord  with  the  sub¬ 
stitute  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Murray]  and  shall  sup¬ 
port  it.  However,  if  that  substitute 
amendment  is  not  agreeable,  then  I 
would  like  to  have  the  amendment  to 
the  amendment  adopted,  for  this  reason: 
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The  Murray  substitute  amendment 
substantially  does,  in  effect,  the  very 
thing  I  am  seeking  by  my  amendment, 
but  it  goes  further  and  strikes  out  all 
of  paragraph  3  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope],  which  contains 
other  provisions  not  necessary  to  be 
stricken  in  order  to  accomplish  the  pur¬ 
pose.  My  amendment  does  not  go  that 
far.  It  merely  strikes  out  the  language 
which  deletes  from  the  provisions  of  the 
law  the  wage  benefits  heretofore  enjoyed 
by  sugar  beet  labor. 

Yesterday  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Carroll]  asked  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  this  ques¬ 
tion: 

Mr.  Carroll.  Does  not  this  amendment 
modify  the  present  Jones-Costigan  law  in 
two  respects:  One,  that  it  does  not  give  the 
same  coverage  to  the  workers  in  the  beet 
areas  as  did  the  original  act? 

Mr.  Hope.  Yes;  that  is  true.  As  drafted 
now  it  would  not  apply  to  any  area  where 
less  than  5  percent  of  the  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  was  grown  by  processors.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  less  than  5  percent  of 
the  beets  in  the  sugar-beet  area  in  this  coun¬ 
try  are  grown  by  processors,  so  this  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  be  applicable  at  the  present 
time  to  the  sugar-beet  area  of  this  country. 

My  amendment  to  the  amendment 
merely  strikes  out  the  29  or  30  words 
which  eliminates  areas  where  less  than 
5  percent  of  the  beets  or  sugarcane  are 
grown  by  processors,  and  which  thereby 
exclude  the  beet  workers.  My  State  pro¬ 
duces  very  little  sugar  beets,  but  it  does 
furnish  a  great  deal  of  the  labor  which 
goes  into  Colorado  and  other  Northern 
States  in  the  beet-production  areas. 

Unless  the  substitute  amendment  or 
my  amendment  to  the  amendment  is 
adopted,  I,  coming  from  the  State  of 
New  Mexico,  which  furnishes  that  labor, 
cannot  possibly  vote  for  the  sugar  bill. 
No  reason  has  been  advanced  why  this 
protection  to  our  laboring  men  should 
be  withdrawn.  I  hope  that  this  amend¬ 
ment,  or  preferably  the  Murray  amend¬ 
ment  which  will  merely  leave  the  present 
provisions  of  existing  law  in  effect,  will 
be  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Fer¬ 
nandez]  has  expired. 

The  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Hill]  is  recognized  for  4  minutes. 

(Mr.  HILL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree  with 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
McCormack]  that  this  is  a  bill  that  re¬ 
quires  considerable  thinking.  There  is 
some  real  history  behind  this  sugar  legis¬ 
lation.  I  want  to  repeat  there  is  not  a 
single  food  product  in  this  United  States 
that  has  been  handled  with  the  dispatch 
and  efficiency  during  the  war  years  that 
sugar  has.  You  are  getting  more  food 
value  for  the  sugar  you  use,  more  cal¬ 
ories,  shall  I  say,  at  the  present  price  of 
sugar  than  any  other  single  food  product. 

This  bill  comes  to  us  this  afternoon  en¬ 
dorsed  by  the  organization  of  the  grow¬ 
ers,  the  processors,  and  all  the  various 
segments  of  the  sugar  industry. 

I  wish  to  know  whether  this  committee 
this  afternoon  would  wish  to  bring  in 
changes  that  have  not  been  discussed  by 


our  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  take 
us  off  on  a  tangent?  Let  me  ask  a  ques¬ 
tion:  What  about  the  other  agricultural 
products  that  are  paid  subsidies?  Are 
you  writing  into  that  legislation  mini¬ 
mum  wages  and  guaranteed  wages? 
What  about  potatoes?  Many  small  chil¬ 
dren,  younger  children,  are  used  to  pick 
potatoes  in  the  harvest  season.  No  one 
has  mentioned  that-  How  about  the 
dairy  industry? 

If  you  are  going  to  write  this  kind  of 
legislation  on  the  floor  of  the  House, 
write  into  it  all  these  regulations  for 
labor,  then  I  ask  you  if  you  should  not 
do  so  in  every  piece  of  legislation  that 
comes  in  here  touching  subsidies.  That 
is  the  question  the  House  must  decide. 

The  amendment  offered  by  our  chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Hope]  is  perfectly  broad  enough  and 
written  carefully  enough  by  the  assistants 
of  the  staff  of  our  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  to  protect  our  beet  laborers. 

I  come  from  the  beet-producing  area 
in  the  State  of  Colorado.  We  have  com¬ 
pulsory  school  laws.  Boys  and  girls  must 
go  to  school..  Even  if  they  come  up  from 
the  State  of  my  good  friend  from  New 
Mexico,  they  still  must  go  to  school  in  our 
communities.  We  are  not  using  children 
in  our  beet  industry. 

Another  thing,  we  are  getting  pretty 
well  mechanized  in  the  beet-sugar  indus¬ 
try.  I  wish  I  had  time  to  tell  you  about 
the  great  machines  that  have  been  devel¬ 
oped.  We  are  working  as  rapidly  as  we 
can  to  get  the  entire  beet-sugar  indus¬ 
try  mechanized.  The  testimony  before 
our  committee  was  that  within  7  years 
that  will  be  accomplished,  we  may  have 
the  beet-sugar  industry  completely  and 
wholly  mechanized  within  that  period. 
Then  what  is  the  use  of  these  regula¬ 
tions?  Such  things  should  not  be  written 
into  this  legislation. 

I  hope  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  will  be  voted 
down  and  that  he  will  support  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Hope], 

J  The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  has  expired. 

The  Delegate  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Far¬ 
rington]  is  recognized  for  4  minutes. 

(Mr.  FARRINGTON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FARRINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

The  adoption  of  this  bill  with  the 
amendments  providing  that  the  payment 
of  fair  and  reasonable  wages  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  one  of  the  conditions  for 
qualifying  for  compliance  payments 
under  the  law  seems  to  me  to  offer  the 
best  possible  solution  now  of  the  problem 
presented  by  the  expiration  on  Decem¬ 
ber  31  of  this  year  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1937. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  as  well  as  the  substitute  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  cover 
the  workers  in  the  cane  sugar-produc¬ 
ing  areas  into  the  provisions  of  the  law. 
The  differences  between  the  committee 
amendment  and  that  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  relate  only  to 
conditions  in  the  beet  sugar-producing 


areas  about  which  I  will  not  presume 
to  comment. 

I  do  want  to  say  here,  as  I  have  said 
to  members  of  the  committee,  that  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  perpetuation  of  this  principle 
that  has  always  been  a  part  of  this  law 
is  wise  from  every  standpoint  and  lends 
considerable  strength  to  the  measure. 

The  Territory  of  Hawaii,  as  members 
of  the  committee  fully  realize,  is  one  of 
the  principal  sugar-producing  areas  of 
the  United  States. 

The  production  oi  sugar  constitutes 
the  basic  industry  of  the  Territory  and 
has  for  almost  three-quarters  of  a  cen¬ 
tury.  It  is  the  principal  source  of  in¬ 
come  and  employment  of  the  islands. 

I  believe  those  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  who  are  familiar  with  the  Hawai¬ 
ian  sugar  industry  will  agree  that  it  has 
reached  a  point  of  development  scien¬ 
tifically  and  industrially  that  is  in  the 
best  traditions  of  free  American  enter¬ 
prise. 

The  growth  and  perpetuation  of  this 
industry  however  is  dependent  upon 
some  form  of  protection  from  the  com¬ 
petition  of  sugar-producing  areas  in 
foreign  countries  where  the  standard  of 
wages  is  far  below  that  of  the  American 
sugar  producers. 

Under  the  conditions  that  confront  the 
industry  at  the  present  time,  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  with 
the  modifications  contained  in  this  bill 
for  another  5  years  seem  to  me  to  meet 
all  of  the  requirements  not  only  of  the 
industry  but  of  the  consuming  public 
in  the  best  way  possible  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  which  now  confront  us. 

In  terms  of  the  Hawaiian  sugar  in¬ 
dustry,  5  years  is  a  very  brief  period. 
The  production  of  a  single  crop  of  sugar 
in  Hawaii  normally  requires  18  months. 
This  means  that  5  years  involves  only 
three  crops. 

It  will  require  this  period  for  con¬ 
ditions  in  world  production  to  clarify  to 
the  point  where  sufficient  information 
will  be  available  for  the  development  of 
a  long-range  policy. 

The  price  of  sugar  has  remained  under 
control  probably  longer  than  that  of  any 
other  product  so  that  the  additional  time 
required  in  meeting  this  problem  is  not 
out  of  keeping  with  what  has  been  done 
in  the  past. 

Tire  quota  assigned  to  Hawaii  under 
the  bill  will  make  possible  expansion  of 
production  such  as  can  be  achieved 
through  the  introduction  of  new  varieties 
of  cane  and  other  scientific  advances. 
The  prospects  for  such  an  increase  at  the 
present  time  are  very  promising. 

The  bill  perpetuates  the  limitation  of 
the  original  act  on  the  shipment  of  re¬ 
fined  sugar  from  Hawaii  to  the  mainland. 
We  of  Hawaii  have  not  altered  our  belief 
that  this  provision  is  discriminatory  and 
unfair,  but,  other  than  recording  our  po¬ 
sition,  do  not  undertake  to  challenge  this 
feature  of  the  law  any  further  at  the 
present  time,  other  than  to  express  the 
belief  that’the  principle  is  wrong. 

The  practical  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
there  is  no  immediate  prospect  that  the 
amount  of  sugar  refined  within  Hawaii 
itself  is  likely  to  be  increased  in  the  near 
future,  although  the  time  may  come 
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whereby  the  introduction  of  new  proc¬ 
esses  may  change  this  situation. 

I  think  it  should  be  noted  that  this  is 
offered  as  a  temporary  measure. 

I  should  like  particularly  to  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  statement  contained  in  the 
report  of  the  committee  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  it  should  be  made 
abundantly  clear  that  the  distribution  of 
the  American  sugar  market  among  the 
producers  of  the  United  States  and  for¬ 
eign  countries  and  the  provision  for  the 
establishment  of  quotas  for  the  ensuing 
5  years  on  the  basis  provided  for  in  this 
bill  is  not  intended  to  establish,  and 
should  not  be  construed  as  establishing, 
a  permanent  production  and  distribution 
pattern  nor  as  waiving  American  pro¬ 
ducers’  rights  to  such  portions  of  the 
American  market  as  they  can  supply  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  5-year  period  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  bill. 

On  the  contrary,  the  committee  said  it 
should  be  emphasized  that  this  bill  is 
designed  to  meet  the  problems  of  the 
temporary  postwar  transition  period  and 
is  not  to  be  regarded  as  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  long-time  national  sugar  policy. 

I  believe  that  the  committee  has 
shown  that  there  is  a  sound  basis  for 
the  changes  in  the  law.  that  have  been 
proposed,  and  I  hope,  therefore,  that 
favorable  action  will  be  taken  on  the 
measure  with  the  inclusion  of  the 
amendment  for  safeguarding  the  rights 
of  labor. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Hope]. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  gave  very  careful 
consideration  to  this  provision  relating 
to  wages.  We  had  before  us  during  the 
hearings  representatives  from  three  labor 
organizations:  Mr.  Robert  K.  Lamb,  rep¬ 
resenting  the  national  CIO;  Mr.  William 
Glazier,  Washington  representative.  In¬ 
ternational  Longshoremen’s  and  Ware¬ 
housemen’s  Union,  CIO;  Mrs.  Elizabeth 
Sasuly,  Washington  representative  of  the 
Pood,  Tobacco,  Agricultural,  and  Allied 
Workers’  Union,  CIO. 

We  gave  careful  attention  to  the  state¬ 
ments  made  by  those  representatives  of 
labor.  The  feeling  of  the  committee  on 
this  question  is  about  like  this:  We  do 
not  believe  that  the  farmers  of  this 
country  are  dishonest;  we  do  not  believe 
that  they  are  in  the  habit  of  beating 
their  bills  and  not  paying  laborers  the 
money  due  them.  We  think  they  pay 
fair  wages  in  the  sections  of  the  country 
with  which  the  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  are  familiar,  and  we  are  familiar  with 
all  sections  of  the  country  because  the 
members  of  the  committee  come  from  all 
sections.  We  do  not  in  the  case  of  any 
other  agricultural  commodity  where  we 
are  paying  a  subsidy  to  producers  de¬ 
mand  that  before  the  producer  can  re¬ 
ceive  his  payment  he  must  show  that 
he  has  paid  his  help  or  that  he  has  paid 
certain  wage  rates  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture — determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be  fair 
and  just.  I  know  of  no  good  reason  why 
there  should  be  an  exception  made  as  to 
sugar  farmers  because  I  think  they  are 
just  as  honest  as  the  farmers  that  grow 
any  other  commodity.  I  do  not  believe 


that  the  raising  of  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  automatically  makes  a  farmer  dis¬ 
honest. 

With  that  thought  in  mind  the  com¬ 
mittee  felt  there  was  no  reason  for  in¬ 
cluding  these  wage  provisions.  How¬ 
ever,  it  was  represented  to  the  committee 
that  in  those  sections  where  there  is  a 
surplus  of  labor  that  this  type  of  legis¬ 
lation  was  needed.  So,  yielding  to  the 
urging  of  the  gentlemen  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Domengeaux  and  Mr.  Boggs],  and 
the  Delegate  from  Puerto  Rico,  Dr. 
Fernos-Isern,  the  committee  adopted  the 
amendment  which  is  now  before  you  and 
which  does  take  care  of  this  situation  in 
th<i  cane-growing  areas.  In  the  beet¬ 
growing  areas  we  do  not  have  that  situa¬ 
tion.  There  is  no  surplus  of  labor.  On 
the  other  hand,  there  is  keen  competi¬ 
tion  for  labor  in  other  agricultural  in¬ 
dustries  beside  sugar  beet  production. 
No  one  appeared  from  the  sugar  beet 
areas  of  the  country  and  asked  that  the 
laborers  in  the  sugar  beet  fields  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  provision.  For  that  rea¬ 
son  the  committee  adopted  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  me  as  a  committee 
amendment.  We  believe  it  takes  care  of 
the  situation.  The  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  is  not 
needed  and  should  be  voted  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex¬ 
pired.  .. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Fernandez]  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Hope].  - 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Murray]  for  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Marcantonio) 
there  were — ayes  63,  noes  64. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Hope  and 
Mr.  Murray  of  Wisconsin. 

The  Committee  again  divided;  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
96,  noes  80. 

So  the  substitute  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  as  amended. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hope:  On  page 
30,  line  6,  strike  out  “individuals  or  asso¬ 
ciations”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “per¬ 
sons.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Flannagan:  On 
page  15,  line  21,  strike  out  all  of  section  206. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  have  offered  this  amendment  in  order 
to  obtain  the  floor  to  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Domengeaux]  some 


questions.  I  do  this  in  order  to  clear  up 
the  record. 

I  made  certain  charges  yesterday 
against  Mr.  Earl  Wilson.  Later  in  the 
evening  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
made  the  statement  that  Mr.  Wilson, 
who  was  vice  president  of  the  National 
Sugar  Co.,  of  New  York,  in  1943  became 
connected  with  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  the  purpose  of  helping 
to  move  the  Cuban  crop,  and  that  at  the 
time  Mr.  Wilson  became  connected  with 
the  Government  that  he  was  paid  a 
salary  of  $1  a  year,  and,  of  course,  his 
salary  with  the  National  Sugar  Co.  con¬ 
tinued;  and  that  in  August  1945  Mr. 
Wilson  became  head  of  the  sugar  branch 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
at  that  time  severed  his  financial  inter¬ 
est,  sfnd  so  forth. 

I  understand  the  gentleman  means  to 
say  that  from  the  time  Mr.  Wilson  en¬ 
tered  the  .  employment  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  1943  until  he  became  the  head 
of  the  Sugar  Branch  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  August  1945,  he  did  not  draw  a 
Government  salary  but  did  continue  to 
draw  his  salary  as  vice  president? 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  That  is  correct, 
as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  This  morning  in 
order  to  recheck  my  figures  I  took  the 
matter  up  again  and  I  want  to  report  to 
the  House  that  the  record  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  does  not  square  with  that  state¬ 
ment.  Mr.  Wilson  was  employed  by  the 
WPB  on  July  8,  1942,  at  $1  per  annum. 
He  was  transferred  to  Agriculture  under 
Executive  Order  9280  on  January  8, 1943, 
as  collaborator  without  compensation  in 
the  War  Food  Administration.  On  Feb¬ 
ruary  5,  1943,  he  was  appointed  as 
special  representative  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  Office  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  at  a  salary  of  $7,000  per  year. 
Note  that  this  is  prior  to  August  1945. 
On  December  29,  1943,  he  was  appointed 
Director  of  the  Sugar  Division  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  at  a  sal¬ 
ary  of  $7,000  per  year. 

I  just  wanted  to  make  the  record  plain 
so  that  it  would  show  the  true  facts. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  It  may  very 
well  be  that  August  1945  was  the  date 
in  which  he  severed  his  relations  and  no 
longer  received  a  salary  from  the  Na¬ 
tional  Sugar  Co.  during  the  period  of 
time  in  which  he  was  in  the  employ  of 
the  Government. 

But  I  do  want  to  make  this  statement 
again  because  I  believe  it  is  absolutely 
true,  based  on  the  facts  that  have  come 
to  me.  Mr.  Wilson  did  not  receive  a 
salary  from  the  Government  and  a  sal¬ 
ary  from  the  National  Sugar  Co.  at  the 
same  time.  After  that  date  when  he 
was  appointed  head  of  the  Sugar 
Branch.  His  salary  with  the  National 
Sugar  Co.  ceased  when  he  assumed  his 
new  position  which  included  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  Sugar  Act.  I  believe 
those  are  the  facts. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Well,  the  gentle¬ 
man  stated  on  yesterday  that  the  fact 
was  that  he  did  not  receive  a  salary  until 
August  1945,  and  the  records  of  the  De- 
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partment  which  I  rechecked  this  morn¬ 
ing  prove  otherwise. 

I  want  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  another  significant  fact.  Mr. 
Earl  Wilson  is  still  connected  with  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  as  a  con¬ 
sultant  on  sugar  matters.  He  is  in  the 
employment  of  the  Department  to  this 
good  day. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  may  proceed  for  two 
additional  minutes.  I  think  this  matter 
should  be  clarified. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield?  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  making  a  very  serious  charge. 

Mr.  PLANNAGAN.  I  am  not  going  to 
enter  into  a  useless  discussion.  If  you 
will  get  the  facts  here  under  the  signa¬ 
ture  and  affidavit  of  Mr.  Wilson  or  the 
president  of  this  sugar  company  as  to 
when  they  stopped  paying  him  a  salary, 
then  I  will  talk  with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  Will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield  for  one  question?  You  are 
making  these  charges.  Has  the  gentle¬ 
man  any  facts?  Has  he  anything  to 
establish  that  Mr.  Wilson  received  a  sal¬ 
ary  from  the  National  Sugar  Co.  after 
he  became  administrator  of  the  Sugar 
Act? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  That  is  exactly 
the  charge  I  made  yesterday. 

Mr.  DOMENGEAUX.  Have  you  any 
facts  to  substantiate  that  charge? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  put  the  facts  in 
the  Record.  If  you  want  to  deny  them, 
come  here  with  an  affidavit. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  amendment. 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment  which 
is  at  the  desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Edwin  Arthur 
Hall:  On  page  31,  line  4,  strike  out  “1952”, 
and  insert  “1949.” 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  Mr. 
Chairman,  whatever  may  be  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  the  House  on  this  particular  piece 
of  legislation  today,  there  can  certainly 
be  no  harm  in  shortening  the  length  of 
time  that  it  is  to  be  in  effect.  If  a  bill 
which  becomes  a  law  cannot  be  carried 
out  and  administered  properly  in  2 y2 
years — and  that  is  the  length  of  time  this 
amendment  gives  to  this  bill — it  ought 
never  to  have  been  passed  by  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

I  say  to  the  House  that  it  is  futile  to 
pass  a  bill  that  will  continue  for  5  years, 
because  a  great  many  changes  may  take 
place  in  the  next  year  or  two.  Who 
knows?  We  may  have  an  entirely  dif¬ 
ferent  administration.  I,  for  one,  want 
to  see  some  sort  of  a  bill  passed  which 
will  be  administered  properly  in  a  reason¬ 
able  length  of  time. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  gentleman  under¬ 
stands,  of  course,  that  Congress  will  be 
in  session  during  the  next  5  years. 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  All  the 
more  reason  why  we  do  not  need  such 
a  long  period  for  the  law  to  be  in  effect. 
Congress  can  continue  it  as  soon  as  the 
law  expires,  and  if  it  is  a  good  law  there 
will  be  no  hesitancy  on  anyone’s  part 
to  do  so.  I  feel  that  2 l/z  years  is  long 
enough  for  any  law  to  be  in  effect,  and 
if  the  Congress  wants  to  continue  it  at 
the  end  of  that  time,  it  certainly  can 
do  it.  A  great  many  changes  may  come 
about. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  The 
gentleman  who  is  also  a  distinguished 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  is  fully  acquainted  with  this 
legislation,  as  he  is  with  all  legislation 
that  comes  before  the  Congress,  knows 
that  any  committee  of  Congress  in  any 
Congress  can  review  or  modify  or  amend 
any  piece  of  legislation;  and  does  not 
the  gentleman  concede  that  within  the 
next  2  years,  if  this  legislation  is  not 
feasible,  he  or  those  in  the  House  can 
amend  it? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  Yes; 
and  by  the  same  token,  if  we  want  to 
continue  this  act  after  1949,  we  can  do 
it.  I  repeat,  a  great  many  changes  may 
take  place. 

The  sugar  situation  is  becoming  more 
obnoxious  and  more  annoying  to  the 
country  in  general  as  time  goes  on.  Per¬ 
sonally,  I  have  heard  a  great  many  com¬ 
ments  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  about  the 
regulation  of  sugar.  Many  Members  have 
told  me  privately  that  they  are  pretty 
sore  about  seeing  legislation  brought  in 
that  will  continue  the  stringent  regula¬ 
tions  on  this  entire  sugar  program. 

As  far  as  the  American  public  is  con¬ 
cerned,  there  were  many  Members  of 
Congress  who  came  up  for  reelection  last 
year  who  had  a  hard  job  getting  by  the 
electors  as  a  result  of  the  embarrassing 
light  they  were  placed  in  by  these  tin¬ 
horn  dictators  that  hold  sway  in  some  of 
the  various  departments  and  bureaus  of 
our  Government. 

Mr.  PACE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  I  am 
sorry;  I  do  not  have  time  to  yield. 

The  sugar  situation,  while  it  may  seem 
picayune  to  some,  has  become  a  major 
issue  in  the  minds  of  the  people  back 
home.  They  are  angry  about  the 
bungling  they  have  seen.  They  are  also 
sore  about  any  continuation  of  the  regu¬ 
lations  that  have  impeded  the  purchase 
of  sugar.  I  think  it  is  time  this  Congress 
woke  up  to  the  fact  that  the  American 
people  like  a  high  standard  of  living. 
They  like  to  have  a  fair  amount  of  sugar. 
The  housewife  should  have  it  for  use  in 
the  home,  and  she  has  been  deprived  of 
sugar  for  the  past  few  years.  The  war 
is  over.  The  sky  should  be  the  limit  as 
far  as  sugar  production  goes,  and  with 
the  demands  that  we  are  going  to  have, 
not  only  in  our  domestic  consumption 
but  from  foreign  countries,  the  sugar  pro¬ 


ducers  and  growers  in  this  country  ought 
to  be  encouraged  to  do  everything  they 
can  to  produce  a  bumper  crop,  so  that  we 
can  have  all  the  sugar  we  want,  and  so 
that  the  people  throughout  the  world, 
who  depend  upon  American  supplies,  will 
have  all  the  sugar  that  they  need  and 
want. 

The  time  has  come  for  us  to  take  the 
bull  by  the  horns  and  to  insist  that  no 
legislation  that  comes  from  this  House 
be  continued  for  an  unreasonable  length 
of  time.  I  believe  that  2%  years  are 
sufficient.  I  believe  the  Members  of  this 
House  are  intelligent  enough  to  continue 
the  law  when  it  expires,  if  necessary,  and 
to  pass  any  legislation  that  may  be 
needed  at  the  end  of  214  years. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kansas  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  par¬ 
ticular  amendment  strikes  at  the  heart 
of  this  bill. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  says 
that  he  wants  us  to  produce  a  lot  of  sugar 
in  this  country  so  we  can  export  it  and 
take  care  of  the  demands  of  the  world. 
If  he  knew  anything  about  the  sugar  sit¬ 
uation  in  this  country,  he  would  know, 
of  course,  that  we  have  never  exported 
sugar  from  this  country.  We  have  been, 
we  are,  and  we  always  will  be,  an  import¬ 
ing  nation  so  far  as  sugar  is  concerned. 
So  that  question  is  not  involved  at  all  in 
this  legislation. 

There  are  two  particular  provisions  in 
this  bill  which  I  believe  it  is  vital  to  re¬ 
tain,  because  they  are  the  basis  upon 
which  "an  agreement  has  been  had  by  the 
various  producing  areas  and  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  the  Department 
of  the  Interior,  and  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment.  One  of  those  is  the  provision  for 
5  years.  This  particular  period  is  de¬ 
sired  and  insisted  upon  by  all  of  the  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  because  it  is  felt  that  it  will 
take  that  long  to  determine  whether  or 
not  this  type  of  legislation  is  what  we 
want,  and  to  work  out  our  postwar  sugar 
supply  and  demand  situation. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  sug¬ 
gests  that,  if  we  cannot  find  out  in  two 
and  a  half  years  if  this  type  of  legislation 
is  what  we  wTant,  that  there  is  no  use  try¬ 
ing.  It  is  quite  possible  that  we  may  not 
even  put  this  legislation  into  effect  for 
1  or  2  years.  It  is  altogether  likely  that 
quotas  will  be  suspended  for  next  year 
and  possibly  for  the  following  year.  So 
if  we  terminate  this  legislation  at  the 
time  suggested  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York,  we  may  never  gain  any  expe¬ 
rience  under  it.  I  trust,  therefore,  that 
those  of  you  who  are  interested  in  sugar 
legislation  and  in  the  stabilization  of  this 
industry  will  vote  down  the  amendment, 
because  if  it  is  adopted,  it  will  utterly  de¬ 
stroy  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this  leg¬ 
islation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  point  I  desire 
to  make  a  statement  explanatory  of  the 
definitions  contained  in  title  I  of  the 
bill.  Title  I  contains  all  the  definitions 
applicable  to  the  entire  bill  except  title  V. 
Title  V  contains  proposed  amendments 
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to  the  provisions  of  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code  relating  to  taxes  on  sugar,  and 
separate  definitions  for  tax  purposes  are 
found  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code. 

Definitions  contained  in  title  I  are  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  as  the  definitions  con¬ 
tained  in  title  I  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937 
except  for  a  slight  change  in  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  “liquid  sugar.” 

The  definition  of  “liquid  sugar”  is 
found  in  subsection  (f)  of  section  101 
of  title  I.  In  the  present  law  “liquid 
sugar”  means  “any  sugars — exclusive  of 
sirup  of  cane  juice  produced  from  sugar¬ 
cane  grown  in  continental  United 
States — which  are  principally  not  of 
crystalline  structure  and  which  contain, 
or  which  are  to  be  used  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  any  sugars  principally  not  of 
crystalline  structure  which  contain,  sol¬ 
uble  nonsugar  solids — excluding  any 
foreign  substances  that  may  have  been 
added — equal  to  6  percent  or  less  of  the 
total  soluble  solids.”  The  definition  is 
changed  by  the  bill  so  that  the  second 
parenthetical  clause  in  the  definition 
would  read  "excluding  any  foreign  sub¬ 
stances  that  may  have  been  added  or  de¬ 
veloped  in  the  product.”  The  defini¬ 
tion  as  changed  will  not  bring  within 
its  terms  any  new  or  different  type  of 
sugar  product.  The  purpose  is  to  in¬ 
clude  certain  sugars  which  properly  be¬ 
long  within  the  definition  but  which 
have  not  been  covered  by  the  definition 
because  there  has  been  artificially  de¬ 
veloped  in  the  product  additional  solu¬ 
ble  nonsugar  solids  sufficient  to  make 
the  total  soluble  solids  of  the  product 
in  excess  of  6  percent. 

The  committee  considered  several  sug¬ 
gestions  for  changes  in  the  definition  of 
“producer”  but  concluded,  after  going 
into  the  problems  involved,  particularly 
with  respect  to  the  manner  in  which  pay¬ 
ments  are  now  being  made  to  producers 
in  Hawaii,  that  the  definition  in  the  ex¬ 
isting  law  is  adequate  and  enables  the 
Secretary  as  in  the  past  to  deal  ade¬ 
quately  with  the  circumstances  peculiar 
to  the  particular  areas.  After  discuss¬ 
ing  the  matter  at  considerable  length 
with  representatives  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  the  committee  saw  no 
compelling  reason  why  the  definition  of 
“producer”  as  found  in  subsection  (k) 
of  section  101  should  be  changed  since 
the  committee  could  not  question  the 
legality  of  the  administrative  interpre¬ 
tations  of  the  definition  of  “producer” 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
made  in  the  past  in  administering  the 
act  in  the  several  areas. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
desire  to  be  recognized  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Virginia  is  recognized  for  5  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
agree  with  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
that  in  all  probability  the  adoption  of 
this  amendment  will  render  invalid  this 
piece  of  legislation,  because  in  all  like¬ 
lihood  we  will  have  to  continue  sugar 
quotas  for  the  next  2  or  3  years  which 
would  render  this  bill  inoperative  in  that 
its  provisions  would  never  go  into  effect. 

I  think  the  adoption  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  a  Godsend  to  the  American 


housewives,  because  in  effect  it  will  kill 
this  bill. 

Just  let  me  tell  you  a  few  things  about 
this  bill.  No  one  in  this  country  ever 
heard  about  tying  the  price  of  sugar  or 
any  other  commodity  to  the  cost  of  living 
index  until  someone,  I  do  not  know  who, 
conceived  that  idea  down  in  Cuba  in  July 
1946  when  this  Government  entered  into 
a  contract  for  a  2-year  period  buying  the 
entire  Cuban  crop.  For  some  strange 
reason  that  provision  was  written  into 
the  Cuban  contract,  the  same  provision 
they  are  trying  to  enact  into  the  basic 
sugar  law. 

What  happened  to  sugar?  That  Cu¬ 
ban  contract  was  entered  into  in  July 

1946.  Of  course,  the  Secretary  should 
give  the  American  processors  the  same 
treatment,  and  he  did,  after  they  estab¬ 
lished  that  formula,  but  he  had  no  right 
to  establish  that  formula,  in  the  first 
place,  in  my  opinion.  But  what  hap¬ 
pened?  When  the  Cuban  contract  was 
entered  into  sugar  was  $6.10.  In  Sep¬ 
tember  1946  the  Secretary  boosted  the 
price  to  $7.60.  He  boosted  it  again  on 
November  20,  1946,  to  $8;  on  January  18, 

1947,  to  $8.20;  on  March  30,  1947,  to 
$8.25;  and  he  did  that  because  he  was 
carrying  out  that  provision  or  that  yard¬ 
stick  he  had  written  into  the  Cuban  con¬ 
tract  as  the  yardstick  by  which  the  price 
of  sugar  should  be  measured.  That  is 
what  has  happened. 

Of  course,  the  sugar  trust  wants  that 
perpetuated,  of  course  they  want  that 
provision  written  into  the  basic  law  so 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  be  hog- 
tied  and  compelled  to  raise  the  cost  of 
sugar  from  time  to  time.  That  is  what 
they  are  fighting  for.  They  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  but  one  section  in  this  bill  and 
that  is  section  201  in  which  they  adopt 
the  same  formula  that  was  written  into 
the  Cuban  contract. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Why  did  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  raise  that  opposition  in  committee? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  had  a  mighty 
good  reason.  I  did  not  know  anything 
about  it.  I  knew  no  more  about  it  than 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  and 
I  am  not  criticizing  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  for  not  knowing  anything 
about  it  in  committee,  because  he  did  not 
have  the  opportunity  of  acquainting 
himself  with  it.  We  did  not  have  the 
bill  before  us  until  we  went  into  session 
to  begin  the  hearings. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Did  the  gentleman  vote 
for  the  bill? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  voted  against 
the  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  did  not 
vote  against  reporting  the  bill  out  did 
he? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  served  notice  on 
the  chairman  at  that  time  that  I  could 
not  support  this  legislation.  No  one  in 
the  committee  had  an  opportunity  to  go 
into  the  provisions  of  this  bill  and  study 
the  effect  it  was  going  to  have  on  the 
consuming  public.  No  one  was  given  that 
opportunity.  This  legislation  has  been 
rushed,  rushed,  rushed. 


Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  knows 
the  committee  had  this  bill  before  it  so 
many  days  the  members  were  tired  of 
it  and  it  was  reported  out  because  they 
were  tired  of  it;  yet  the  gentleman  says 
nobody  had  a  chance. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  The  gentleman 
evidently  is  mistaken;  evidently  he  did 
not  attend  the  committee  meetings.  We 
had  only  three  hearings  on  the  bill,  that 
is  all,  and  no  one  had  an  opportunity  to 
familiarize  himself  with  the  bill  before 
those  hearings  were  over. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

(Mr.  GRANGER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  has 
stated  the  proposition  correctly  when  he 
said  it  was  anticipated  that  it  will  be 
3  years  before  this  bill  can  be  tested  and 
that  it  will  take  time  before  it  will  point 
the  way  to  what  we  might  want  to  do 
with  sugar  legislation  in  the  future. 
Even  if  all  the  extravagant  charges  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Flanna- 
gan]  makes  were  true,  it  would  still  re¬ 
main  as  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Hill]  said  on  yesterday.  This  is  a 
part  of  our  agricultural  economy  that 
is  controlled.  No  matter  what  the  Sugar 
Trust  would  attempt  to  do  after  this  leg¬ 
islation  is  passed,  you  have  sufficient 
safeguards,  because  the  formula  and  the 
weight  that  is  put  upon  the  formula  is 
applied  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
and  he  is  the  individual  who  will  have  a 
lot  to  say  about  what  the  price  of  sugar 
will  be. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GRANGER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  think 
there  has  been  misunderstanding  about 
the  power  of  the  Secretary  to  fix  the 
price  of  sugar.  He  does  not  do  that.  He 
can  fix  a  quota  on  the  amount  of  sugar 
that  may  be  sold  in  this  country  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  .But  he 
does  not  fix  any  price  on  sugar. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Only  as  it  is  fixed 
indirectly  by  quotas,  I  agree  with  him. 

I  hope  this  amendment  will  be  defeat¬ 
ed  and  any  motion  offered  to  recommit, 
because  this  legislation,  I  am  willing 
to  admit,  is  an  intricate  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation.  I  do  not  know  all,  perhaps,  that 
is  in  it,  but  I  certainly  know  the  new 
language  that  has  been  added.  Most  of 
the  language  that  was  left  out  has  been 
restored  by  action  of  the  committee,  and 
the  only  thing  that  is  left  is  this  section 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Flan- 
nagan]  is  talking  about.  It  is  plain.  It 
is  understandable,  and  while  I  cannot 
say  what  effect  it  will  have,  neither  can 
he,  because  those  who  have  prepared  the 
legislation  or  had  much  to  do  with  it 
down  at  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
say  that  it  is  impossible  to  tell  without 
trial  and  error  whether  or  not  this  for¬ 
mula  would  even  raise  the  price  of  sugar. 
It  might  well  lower  it. 
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So,  I  hope  by  all  these  complaints  and 
amendments  that  have  been  brought  in, 
that  we  are  not  going  to  be  carried  off 
our  feet  by  approving  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Edwin  Arthur  Hall],  who  spent 
very  little  time  in  the  committee,  as  I  re¬ 
member,  when  this  bill  was  under  discus¬ 
sion,  and  certainly  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Flannagan]  did  not  raise 
all  these  questions  before  our  committee. 
I  hope  that  this  amendment  and  all 
amendments  that  would  cripple  this  leg¬ 
islation  are  defeated,  because  this  is  a 
continuation  of  the  Sugar  Act  that  we 
have  had  since  1934  and  does  not  change 
it  in  any  material  way. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Utah  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Edwin  Arthur  Hall], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Edwin  Arthur 
Hall: 

On  page  7,  line  4,  strike  out  “4,268,000”  and 
insert  "5,268,000.” 

Between  lines  5  and  6,  strike  out  the  fol¬ 
lowing  table  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof : 
"Domestic  beet  sugar,  2,300,000;  Mainland 
cane  sugar,  1,000,000;  Hawaii,  1,052,000; 
Puerto  Rico,  910,000;  Virgin  Islands,  6,000.” 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  Mr. 
Chairman,  of  course,  none  of  us  knows 
everything  about  every  subject,  and  I 
have  never  set  myself  up  as  an  expert, 
but  some  of  the  individuals  who  have 
been  casting  aspersions  at  me  about  my 
lack  of  knowledge  on  the  sugar  situation 
ought  to  receive  the  mail  that  I  have  had 
and  the  expressions  of  absolute  dissatis¬ 
faction  that  the  housewives  and  people 
in  general  back  home  have  evidenced 
about  this  whole  sugar  question. 

The  point  was  made  that  we  are  an 
importing  nation  as  far  as  sugar  goes, 
not  an  exporting  nation.  I  happened  to 
hear  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  say  be¬ 
fore  the  committee — and  the  rest  of  you 
who  were  there  heard  him;  I  happened 
to  be  there  that  day,  in  spite  of  the  un¬ 
necessary  reference  made  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Utah.  The  Secretary  as  much 
as  said  that  his  committee  which  deals 
with  the  allotments  of  sugar  for  foreign 
countries  has  the  final  word  in  its  allot¬ 
ment  of  sugar  for  relief  of  foreign  coun¬ 
tries.  So  do  not  let  anybody  try  to  kid 
you  that  I  do  not  know  a  lot  of  this  sugar, 
which  ought  to  go  for  American  con¬ 
sumption,  will  be  sent  abroad.  I  have  no 
quarrel  with  the  general  principle  of  re¬ 
lief  to  foreign  countries,  and  my  record 
is  crystal  clear  on  that. 

Let  no  one  suggest  that  I  am  at  all 
antagonistic  on  that  score.  I  do  say, 
however,  that  the  American  people  have 
the  right  to  expect  that  domestic  sugar 
will  be  earmarked  to  quite  a  large  extent 
for  them.  I  do  not  believe  that  in  tak¬ 
ing  that  position  I  am  any  different  than 
any  other  Member  of  this  House  who 
wants  to  be  a  good  American.  I  happen 
to  know  the  hard  feeling  that  was  and  is 
rife  back  home  over  sugar.  A  lot  of  peo¬ 
ple  who  would  make  light  of  a  question 
of  that  kind  will  probably  not  agree,  but 
it  is  the  crux  of  the  whole  question  on 


the  standard  of  living  back  home  and 
the  necessity  of  giving  our  own  people 
the  supplies  they  ought  to  have.  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  serious  consideration  of  this 
question  cannot  be  left  aside  unless  we 
consider  at  least  a  quota  reorganization 
and  a  change.  I  do  not  say,  these  figures 
are  correct.  I  am  not  setting  myself  up 
as  an  expert,  but  I  do  say  that  the  sky 
should  be  the  limit  as  far  as  encouraging 
sugar  production  is  concerned.  Our 
domestic  raisers  ought  to  have  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  raise  those  quotas  if  they 
want  to. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  know 
people  everywhere  are  disgusted  with 
rationing.  Of  course,  housewives  are  no 
longer  rationed.  But  will  the  gentleman 
devote  his  few  remaining  minutes  to  a 
discussion  of  his  amendment,  so  that  we 
can  find  out  just  what  he  is  proposing? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  My 
amendment  simply  increases  production 
quotas  for  domestic  beet  and  cane  sugar. 
It  is  foolish  and  shortsighted  at  this 
time,  in  view  of  the  demands  the  domes¬ 
tic  consumers  have  made  upon  the  coun¬ 
try,  and  in  view  of  the  demands  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  is  going  to  make, 
to  try  to  set  quotas  that  may  be  too  low 
for  raising  of  sugar.  I  for  one  want  to 
see  us  have  all  the  sugar  we  can  possibly 
get,  and  I  am  going  to  continue  to  take 
that  position  regardless. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  How 
much  does  the  gentleman’s  amendment 
propose  we  increase  the  sugar  quota?  Is 
that  in  acreage  or  tons? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  It  in¬ 
creases  the  domestic  quota  1,000,000  tons, 
half  a  million  tons  for  cane  sugar  and 
half  a  million  tons  for  beet  sugar. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Is  that 
in  tons  or  in  acres? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  It  is  in 
tons. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Would 
that  increase  the  acreage  allotment? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  I  as¬ 
sume  it  would.  There  is  plenty  of  land 
which  can  be  added  to  both  cane  and 
sugar-beet  production.  I  would  much 
prefer  to  see  acreage  increased  rather 
than  done  away  with  as  it  very  well  could 
be  by  exacting  too  stringent  quotas. 

Mr.  CLEVENGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  happen  to  be  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  a  special  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  that  spent  a 
number  of  weeks  studying  this  sugar 
question  and  the  world  sugar  supply. 
Mr.  August  H.  Andresen,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr. 
Hoeven,  Mr.  Pace,  Mr.  Poage,  and  Mr. 
Gathings  compose  that  committee.  I 
suppose  it  was  because  we  learned  so 
much  about  the  world  supply  that  the 
members  of  that  committee  are  so  mod¬ 
est  about  taking  some  of  your  time.  But 
I  just  simply  cannot  sit  here  and  take  it 
any  longer.  We  have  three  deficit  areas 
in  the  world  in  the  production  of  sugar. 

Java,  which  normally  produced  some 
2,000,000  tons  is  out  of  the  picture.  The 
island  of  Formosa  which  formerly  sup¬ 
plied  Japan  and  the  East  with  1,200,000 


is  out  of  production.  The  whole  Philip¬ 
pine  picture  is  down  to  perhaps  20  per¬ 
cent  of  their  normal  production.  So  far 
as  the  beet-sugar  areas  in  Europe  are 
concerned,  I  do  not  need  to  tell  you  any¬ 
thing  about  that.  France,  Germany, 
and  all  of  central  Europe  ate  beet  sugar. 
That  is  the  thing  that  is  causing  so  much 
grief  to  our  friend  here  from  New  Yoik. 

We  have  been  using  68  and  70  pounds 
instead  of  110  or  112  pounds  that  we  nor¬ 
mally  get.  I  say  to  you  it  was  not  easy 
for  me,  a  protectionist  Republican,  to 
swallow  the  wool  legislation.  I  went 
along  with  it  with  my  tongue  in  my 
cheek,  because  I  realized  the  party  does 
not  have  two-thirds  of  the  House  and 
Senate,  and  the  day  for  majority  rule 
seems  to  have  passed  temporarily.  I  am 
looking  at  the  picture  realistically.  I 
want  to  see  every  bit  of  sugar  produced 
that  can  be  produced,  otherwise  we  will 
just  have  rationed  scarcity  and  no  sugar. 

This  is  not  a  palatable  measure  to  a 
man  who  knows  that  an  American  la¬ 
borer  has  to  have  protection  against  a 
tropical  laborer.  A  man  who  wears  over¬ 
alls  and  work  clothing  cannot  work 
against  a  man  in  a  G  string,  and  a  man 
living  in  a  house  cannot  compete  with 
a  man  living  in  a  palm  tree.  But,  never¬ 
theless,  that  is  the  condition  we  face. 
But  I  swallowed  this;  I  just  buttoned  up 
my  likes  and  dislikes  and  I  recommend 
that  during  this  5-year  period  at  least 
until  we  bring  the  world  back  into  sugar 
production  we  hold  our  noses  and  vote 
for  this  to  make  some  sugar,  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  people  to  produce  sugar,  and 
then  wait  for  the  day  that  we  may  return 
to  satisfactory  protection  to  take  care  of 
the  American  laborer. 

Mr.  BENDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  gentleman  would  explain  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Edwin  Arthur 
Hall], 

Mr.  CLEVENGER.  Let  us  be  chari¬ 
table.  I  am  modest.  The  more  I  know 
about  the  world  sugar  picture— I  am  like 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  IMr. 
August  H.  Andresen]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Pace],  I  am  almost 
too  humble  to  speak  about  it.  But  I  ask 
you  to  be  realistic  and  see  if  we  cannot 
raise  some  sugar  instead  of  so  much 
fuss. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Edwin  Arthur 
Hall]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  LYNCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Lynch:  On 
page  16,  line  7,  after  the  word  “sugar”,  strike 
out  the  period  and  insert  a  comma  and  add 
the ’following  words:  “which  the  Secretary 
shall  allocate  on  the  basis  of  direct  con¬ 
sumption  shipments  in  the  years  1939  and 
1940.” 

Mr.  LYNCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  very  simple  amendment  and  I  think  it 
has  considerable  merit  to  it.  It  has 
nothing  to  do  with  increasing  or  decreas¬ 
ing  the  various  sugar  quotas.  It  has  to 
do  with  the  protection,  however,  of  those 
industries  that  have  gone  into  the  refin¬ 
ing  business  in  Puerto  Rico.  I  ask  in 
this  amendment  that  the  allocation  be 
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based  upon  a  definite  pattern  decided 
upon  by  the  Congress.  * 

It  seems  to  me  that  where  we  have 
a  quota  and  where  we  put  a  quota  on 
any  product  we  must  take  the  position 
of  protecting  those  people  who  have  been 
in  the  business  prior  to  the  imposition 
of  the  quota. 

My  distinguished  friend  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Buck]  yesterday  spoke  about 
these  quotas  and  spoke  about  the  restric¬ 
tions.  There  is  a  great  deal  in  what  the 
gentleman  said.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
is  we  have  got  these  restrictions,  and, 
having  the  restrictions,  it  seems  to  me  it 
would  be  most  fair  and  equitable  to  say 
now  that  the  quota  has  been  established 
at  126,033  short  tons,  that  those  short 
tons  should  be  divided  amongst  those  re¬ 
fineries  which  are  in  existence  at  this 
time.  The  objection  will  be  made:  “Well, 
that  is  repression  of  business.”  But  the 
repression  would  not  be  were  it  not  for 
the  fact  that  we  place  a  quota  on  the 
sugar  in  the  first  instance. 

I  think  that  those  companies  which 
have  invested  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
dollars  in  the  construction  of  their  re¬ 
fineries  in  Puerto  Rico  should  be  pro¬ 
tected  in  their  investment,  and  that  we 
should  not  pass  any  laws  which  place  a 
quota  and  at  the  same  time  leave  open 
the  other  part  of  the  barrel  so  that  other 
companies  may  come  in  and  get  a  part  of 
the  quota,  to  the  detriment  of  those  who 
are  presently  operating  them. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LYNCH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  just 
wanted  to  get  a  clear  understanding  of 
the  gentleman’s  amendment.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  proposes  that  these  126,000  tons 
of  sugar — and  that  is  refined  sugar - 

Mr.  LYNCH.  Yes. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Which 
comes  from  Puerto  Rico  shall  be  allocated 
to  certain  companies  that  deal  in  refined 
sugar  in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  LYNCH.  No,  no.  To  the  Puerto 
Rican  refineries,  on  the  basis  of  the 
1939-40  shipments. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  get 
the  gentleman’s  point.  I  think  there 
have  been  one  or  two  new  refineries  es¬ 
tablished  in  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  LYNCH.  My  information  is  there 
are  seven  refineries  down  there,  in  all, 
and  that  they  were  in  existence  and  op¬ 
erating  there  in  1939.  As  I  say,  I  under¬ 
stand  there  have  been  none  established 
since.  It  Is  amongst  those  that  I  think 
the  quota  should  be  divided. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Of 
course,  it  would  not  be  very  much  for 
each  one  if  you  would  allocate  only  this 
126,000  tons. 

Mr.  LYNCH.  That  is  exactly  what  is 
being  done  today  except  on  a  different 
basis.  As  I  understand,  the  Secretary 
still  allocates,  but  it  seems  to  me  they 
should  have  some  assurance  as  to  what 
the  allocation  is  going  to  be,  and  the 
assurance  that  I  suggest  is  that  Con¬ 
gress  pass  the  basic  formula,  which  is 
shipments  during  1939  and  1940. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Lynch] 
has  expired. 


Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  effect 
of  this  amendment  would  be  that  the 
Congress  would  say  to  certain  refiners 
in  Puerto  Rico:  “You  can  bring  sugar 
into  this  country  in  a  refined  form.” 

And  we  would  say  to  other  refiners: 
“You  cannot  bring  in  any  refined  sugar 
to  this  country.” 

It  is  my  understanding  that  some  re¬ 
fineries  have  been  built  in  Puerto  Rico 
since  the  1939-40  period.  Under  this 
legislation  the  imports  of  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar — I  should  not  say  im¬ 
ports,  because  Puerto  Rico  is  a  part  of 
the  United  States — but  the  shipments  of 
direct-consumption  sugar  from  Puerto 
Rico  are  limited. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  deter¬ 
mines  from  what  refineries  those  ship¬ 
ments  may  come.  I  am  sure  that  in  the 
past  the  Secretary  has  been  fair  and 
equitable  in  the  apportionment  of  those 
allocations,  and  I  am  sure  that  he  will  be 
in  the  future.  I  do  not  believe  that  this 
Committee,  without  knowing  anything 
about  the  situation,  should  at  this  time 
say  that  only  those  refineries  which  were 
in  existence  in  1939  and  1940  should  be 
permitted  to  ship  sugar  to  the  United 
States  at  this  time.  It  can  readily  be 
seen  that  this  is  a  matter  that  in  all 
fairness  can  only  be  left  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture. 

I  urge  that  the  amendment  be  voted 
down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Lynch]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  PACE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  not 
intended  to  comment  on  this  bill,  not 
because  I  have  any  misgivings  about  the 
bill,  for  I  shall  support  it,  but  principally 
for  the  reason  that  I  am  not  an  expert 
on  sugar  and  had  some  doubt  about  being 
able  to  contribute  anything  helpful.  Two 
references,  however,  have  been  made  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  I  do 
want  to  comment  on  those  references.  I 
doubt,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  any  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  likes  this  type  of  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  think  it  is  very  peculiar.  If  you 
study  the  bill  you  will  find  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  has  complete  dis¬ 
cretion  in  every  particular  under  this  bill 
except  in  the  allotment  of  quotas  among 
the  different  producing  areas. 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia  objected 
to  the  language  in  section  201  setting  up 
factors  the  Secretary  shall  consider 
when  he  determines  the  over-all  supply 
of  sugar.  But  if  you  read  that  section 
you  will  see  it  is  still  entirely  in  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as 
to  the  amount,  the  weight,  he  shall  give 
each  factor  and  that  he  is  specially  re¬ 
quired  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  con¬ 
sumers  of  sugar. 

If  you  turn  to  section  302  of  the  bill, 
which  fixes  the  acreage  allotments  to  the 
beet  and  sugarcane  producers  of  this 
country,  there  is  no  standard  set  up  there 
like  we  have  in  wheat,  cotton,  and  corn 
acreage  allotments.  That,  if  you  please — 
the  allotment  of  acreage  to  the  producers 
of  beets  and  cane — is  entirely  discretion¬ 
ary.  You  will  also  find  that  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  extends  to  the  point 


where  he  can  vary  the  import  quotas 
every  30  days. 

Comment  was  made  yesterday  by  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Virginia 
that  the  opening  statement  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  our  committee  was 
that  he  was  not  too  well  informed  about 
the  provisions  of  this  bill.  I  would  con¬ 
sider  that  standing  alone  as  a  rather 
critical  reference.  I  think  that  much  is 
true,  because  at  the  time  the  Secretary 
was  getting  ready  to  leave  this  country 
for  Europe.  But  I  think  it  is  proper  that 
I  mention  in  this  connection  that  sitting 
in  our  committee  beside  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  was  one  who  had  been  in 
every  conference  held  on  this  bill,  who 
was  familiar  with  every  “t”  and  every 
dot  in  the  bill,  that  was  Jim  Marshall, 
Chief  of  the  Sugar  Section,  who  was  there 
to  advise  with  the  Secretary  in  his  testi¬ 
mony. 

Of  all  the  innuendoes  which  have  been 
cast  here  reflecting  upon  the  activities 
of  certain  gentlemen  I  am  quite  sure 
there  has  been  no  statement  made,  and 
no  statement  can  be  made,  reflecting 
upon  the  character  or  the  integrity  of 
Jim  Marshall,  the  Chief  of  the  Sugar 
Section,  or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
These  two  gentlemen,  I  am  sure,  have  as 
deep  and  sincere  an  interest  as  does  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  in  the  welfare 
and  in  protecting  the  interest  of  the 
American  consumers,  the  American  beet 
and  cane  growers,  and  the  American  men 
and  women  who  work  in  the  beet  and 
cane  fields.  In  view  of  the  fight  Mr. 
Marshall  and  Secretary  Anderson  have 
made  to  secure  an  adequate  supply  of 
sugar  for  our  people  and  to  keep  down 
the  price  of  sugar,  it  is  now  poor  com¬ 
pensation  to  infer  they  would  agree  to 
any  legislation  which  would  be  contrary 
to  the  best  interest  of  the  consumers. 

The  second  reference  critical  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  because 
there  was  included  in  the  last  Cuban 
contract  under  which  we  bought  the  en¬ 
tire  Cuban  sugar  crop  a  provision  to  the 
effect  that  the  price  we  pay  Cuba  would 
travel  with  the  cost  index  in  the  United 
States.  I  think  something  needs  to  be 
said  about  that.  I  think  you  should  un¬ 
derstand  that  situation. 

For  several  months  the  sugar  section 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  under¬ 
took  to  negotiate  a  contract  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  the  Cuban  crop.  It  was  im¬ 
portant  that  it  be  done  and  that  our 
Nation  buy  and  control  the  entire  Cuban 
crop. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  has  expired. 

Mr.  PACE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  proceed  for  five  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  PACE.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  was  most 
important,  if  you  please,  that  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  buy  and  control  every  pound  of 
the  Cuban  crop  in  order  to  protect  the 
American  consumers  of  sugar.  The  sugar 
section  was  unable  to  complete  a  contract 
with  Cuba  and  it  was  so  important  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  flew  down 
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there  himself  to  negotiate  a  sugar  con¬ 
tract  which  did  give  us  complete  control 
of  the  entire  sugar  crop. 

What  did  Cuba  ask?  If  you  please, 
they  asked  no  more  than  every  man  sit¬ 
ting  on  this  floor  would  have  asked,  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  had  to  agree 
to  it  to  get  the  contract.  Here  is  what 
they  asked:  They  said,  “Mr.  Secretary, 
we  take  our  sugar  dollars  and  buy  Amer¬ 
ican  products.  We  are  entering  into  a 
contract  here  for  the  sale  of  our  entire 
crop.  The  cost  of  things  we  buy  in  Amer¬ 
ica  is  going  up  and  we  ask  you  to  write 
into  this  contract  a  provision  that  when 
the  cost  of  things  which  we  buy  in  the 
United  States  goes  up,  the  price  of  our 
sugar  shall  go  up  proportionately  in  order 
that  what  a  hundred  pounds  of  our  sugar 
will  buy  today  will  continue  to  buy  the 
same  in  American  products  throughout 
the  period  of  this  contract.’’ 

Do  you  see  anything  wrong  with  that? 
That  is  the  same  as  the  parity  principle 
that  is  written  into  every  piece  of  farm 
legislation  this  Congress  has  enacted. 
That  is  how  it  came  about  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  was  able  to  extend 
fair  treatment  to  the  producers  in  Cuba 
who  had  done  so  much  to  contribute  to 
the  sugar  supply  of  this  country  during 
the  war  and  was  able  to  acquire  and  con¬ 
trol  the  entire  sugar  crop  of  Cuba.  That 
is  one  of  the  reasons  sugar  is  more  plenti¬ 
ful  today. 

I  want  to  say  one  more  word.  I  do 
not  know  that  we  gain  anything  in  con¬ 
sidering  legislation  by  talking  about  peo¬ 
ple.  I  hope  this  country  will  continue  to 
be  a  land  of  opportunity.  I  hope  that 
when  men  work  hard  they  may  be  re¬ 
warded.  Reference  was  made  yesterday 
to  Mr.  Robert  Shields,  one  of  the  most 
able  representatives  the  Government  has 
ever  had  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  He  went  there  as  a  young  man, 
he  worked  hard,  and  his  capacity  was 
such  that  he  filled  practically  every  po¬ 
sition  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
He  was  later  made  a  very  handsome  of¬ 
fer  by  some  of  the  sugar  interests.  Un¬ 
less  there  is  something  here — and  I  have 
found  nothing — to  indicate  there  is 
something  in  this  bill  which  is  wrong, 
that  there  is  something  in  this  bill  which 
is  fraudulent,  it  does  not  seem  to  me 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  should 
spend  its  time  casting  aspersions  and  in¬ 
nuendoes  on  men  who  have  given  almost 
their  entire  life  to  the  service  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PACE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  simply  want  to  say  that 
I  desire  very  much  to  associate  myself 
with  the  statements  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  just  made,  and  particularly  the 
statement  he  has  made  with  reference 
to  Mr.  Marshall  and  Mr.  Shields. 

Mr.  PACE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  has  expired. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

May  it  please  the  Committee,  I  want 
it  'distinctly  understood  that  I  did  not 
deal  in  innuendoes  on  yesterday,  nor 
have  I  indulged  in  innuendoes  today.  I 


made  direct  charges.  Now  Mr.  Mar¬ 
shall  has  been  brought  into  this  picture. 
He  seems  to  be  a  nice  young  gentleman. 
But,  now,  who  is  Mr.  Marshall?  Why, 
Mr.  Marshall  was  the  man  who  was  put 
in  charge  of  the  Sugar  Branch  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  by  Mr. 
Shields  when  he  was  head  of  Production 
and  Marketing.  Now,  he  may  be  the 
most  honest  man  in  the  world.  He  is  a 
young  man,  and  when  they  met  in 
Shields’  Washington  office  and  sat 
around  the  table  to  discuss  this  bill,  here 
is  the  picture :  Mr.  Marshall  is  there  rep¬ 
resenting  the  Government,  and  his 
former  boss  on  the  other  side  represent¬ 
ing  the  Sugar  Trust.  I  cannot  help  but 
think  that  he  would  be  influenced, 
though  it  may  have  been  an  unconscious 
influence.  Mr.  Marshall  appeared  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  in  executive  session. 
I  had  found  out  something  about  sec¬ 
tion  201  and  the  change  in  it,  and  I 
asked  him  why  they  were  tying  the  pres¬ 
ent  price  of  sugar,  driving  that  stake 
down  and  tying  it  up  with  the  cost  of 
living,  a  formula  that  we  had  never  heard 
of  before  in  America  until  the  Cuban 
sugar  agreement  was  reached.  He 
finally  said  it  was  put  in  there  in  order 
to  raise  the  price  of  sugar.  That  is 
what  he  said  when  he  testified;  that  that 
was  why  they  put  the  formula  in  the 
bill.  He  did  state  that  they  had  modi¬ 
fied  it  some;  but  it  is  still  the  same  pro¬ 
vision  that  is  in  the  Cuban  contract, 
and  appears  in  this  bill  for  the  first  time 
in  America’s  legislative  history.  I  know 
what  has  been  the  result  of  the  provision 
in  the  Cuban  contract.  It  has  raised 
the  price  of  sugar  $2.15  to  the  house¬ 
wives  in  less  than  a  year,  which  means 
around  $300,000,000. 

Now,  gentlemen,  this  is  a  serious  prob¬ 
lem.  I  am  going  to  offer  a  motion  to 
recommit  this  bill  and  continue  the  pres¬ 
ent  Sugar  Act  and  give  this  committee 
further  time  to  look  into  the  situation. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Utah. 

Mr.  GRANGER.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  always  been  fair  enough  to  be 
accurate  in  his  quotations. 

As  I  understand  Mr.  Marshall,  al¬ 
though  I  may  be  wrong,  he  was  ques¬ 
tioned  time  and  time  again  on  what  this 
formula  might  do  to  the  cost  of  sugar. 
As  I  remember,  he  said  perhaps  some 
of  the  people  who  wanted  the  formula 
tied  to  the  cost  of  living  thought  that 
it  might  be  raised,  but  he  thought  it 
might  well  lower  the  price.  That  is 
what  he  said. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Yes,  but  he  said 
that  was  the  reason  it  was  in  here.  I 
kept  on  hammering  on  it  in  executive 
session.  I  wanted  to  know  why  it  was 
in  there.  I  am  just  asking  you  to  leave 
it  out  for  a  year  and  proceed  under  the 
present  Sugar  Act.  We  know  how  the 
present  act  operates.  I  know  and  you 
know  and  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
knows  that  this  new  formula  can  be 
figured  out  to  a  mathematical  certainty 
any  day  in  the  year,  and  that  it  hog-ties 
the  Secretary. 

Mr.  BUCK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Buck:  On  page 
28,  line  25,  strike  out  section  406. 

Mr.  BUCK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope 
this  amendment  will  be  accepted  by  the 
Committee.  The  section  it  seeks  to 
strike  out  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
objectives  of  the  bill  and  has  no  place  in 
a  statute  written  by  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States.  If  a  section  such  as 
this  appeared  in  a  law  written  in  Russia 
or  prewar  Germany  or  Italy  or  Japan 
I  would  not  be  surprised,  but  I  am  sur¬ 
prised  to  see  it  in  a  statute  of  this  Con¬ 
gress.  What  this  section  does  is  give 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  authority 
to  force  a  neighbor  to  inform  upon  his 
neighbor  or  upon  his  competitor,  or  even 
upon  his  best  friend ;  and  if  he  refuses  to 
act  as  an  informer,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  can  slap  a  $1,000  fine  upon 
him.  This  section  should  be  eliminated. 
My  amendment  should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  GAMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUCK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  GAMBLE.  This  section  sounds 
very  much  like  a  provision  Mr.  Henderson 
was  very  eager  to  get  in  the  original 
OPA  Act,  but  the  Committee  on  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency  knocked  it  out  in  com¬ 
mittee  and  it  never  got  on  the  floor.  It 
was  an  informant  act  along  the  same 
lines. 

Mr.  BUCK.  It  had  its  genesis  back 
at  that  time. 

Mr.  GAMBLE.  I  think  so. 

Mr.  BUCK.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  provision  to  which 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  refers,  or 
provisions  similar  to  it,  and  in  many 
cases  far  stronger,  will  be  found  in  every 
regulatory  act  on  our  statute  books.  This 
is  not  something  that  is  peculiar  to  the 
Sugar  Act.  Every  regulatory  body  or 
every  official  with  regulatory  functions 
in  the  United  States  Government  is  op¬ 
erating  under  some  such  provision  as 
this. 

We  have  set  out  in  this  legislation  cer¬ 
tain  provisions  which  require  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  make  findings 
and  determinations.  I  cannot  mention 
all  of  them  for  I  will  not  have  time,  but 
in  section  201,  for  instance,  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  quotas  he  has  to  find  out  what 
the  inventories  are  in  the  hands  of  the 
producers,  refiners,  distributors,  and  in¬ 
dustrial  users.  He  has  to  have  that  in¬ 
formation  in  order  to  determine  the 
amount  of  the  quota.  In  section  208 
there  is  a  provision  that  prohibits  the 
shipping,  transporting,  and  marketing  of 
sugar  in  interstate  commerce  after  the 
quotas  have  been  filled.  Unless  tire  Sec¬ 
retary  has  some  authority  to  make  those 
inquiries  he  has  no  way  of  making  those 
determinations. 

A  little  while  ago  the  Committee 
adopted  the  Murray  amendment,  which 
puts  into  effect  the  provision  that  the 
Secretary  must  determine  that  the  work¬ 
ers  in  the  fields  have  been  paid  a  fair 
wage,  and  that  they  have  been  fully  paid, 
before  a  grower  can  receive  his  Federal 
payment.  We  provide  also  in  the  Mur- 
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ray  amendment  that  a  processor  who  is 
also  a  grower  may  not  receive  his  pay¬ 
ments  until  it  is  shown  that  he  has  paid 
other  growers  a  fair  price  for  the  cane  or 
beets  they  have  produced.  Without  this 
authority  the  Secretary  would  have  no 
way  at  all  of  getting  the  information 
which  we  say  he  must  have  in  order  to 
make  these  determinations. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  In  other 
words,  it  would  be  utterly  impossible  to 
administer  this  act  without  the  provision. 
Is  that  not  so? 

Mr.  HOPE.  You  could  not  begin  to 
administer  it  without  the  provisions  con¬ 
tained  in  this  section. 

In  section  409  there  is  a  provision  that 
the  Secretary  must  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  relative  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  contracts  between  processors  and  pro¬ 
ducers  and  between  producers  and  la¬ 
borers,  and  unless  he  has  the  authority 
contained  in  that  section,  there  would  be 
no  way  that  he  could  function  under 
these  provisions. 

The  same  thing  applies  to  section  410 
where  the  Secretary  is  required  to  make 
investigation  for  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  act.  So  that  unless  you 
want  to  make  it  absolutely  impossible  for 
this  act  to  function,  do  not  vote  for  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  OWENS.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  what  might  be  called  a  double 
question.  Can  you  tell  me  any  specific 
act  which  so  provides  without  arrange¬ 
ments  for  going  into  court  and  can  you 
tell  me  of  any  act  prior  to  the  so-called 
New  Deal  legislation  that  contains  any 
such  provision? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  will  say  that  just  now 
I  cannot  give  the  gentleman  details  of 
these  provisions  but  I  am  sure  if  he  looks 
the  matter  up  he  will  find  the  power 
exists  in  all  regulatory  agencies.  In 
many  cases  it  goes  much  further  than 
this  because  it  gives  the  subpena  power 
to  a  regulatory  official. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Would  the  subpena 
power  be  through  the  procedure  of  the 
court? 

Mr.  HOPE.  In  some  cases,  yes.  But 
where  used  in  that  way  it  gives  more 
drastic  power  than  is  provided  in  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  OWENS.  As  a  lawyer,  I  would 
not  think  so. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  beg  to  disagree  with  the 
gentleman.  I  cannot  agree  with  him. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  that  if  you  want 
this  legislation  to  be  operative  and  you 
want  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
function  in  its  administration,  then  vote 
down  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  '  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Buck], 

The  question  was  taken ;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Buck)  there 
were — ayes  16,  noes  55. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 


Mr.  PETERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Peterson: 
On  page  23,  line  2,  strike  out  the  period 
after  the  word  “croppers”  and  insert  a 
comma  and  the  following:  “ Provided ,  That 
any  honorably  discharged  veteran  of  World 
War  II  who  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
and  who  is  a  bona  fide  farmer  at  the  time  of 
the  passage  of  this  act  shall  be  allowed  to 
grow  and  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  without  reference 
to  quota  or  allotment  or  any  other  limita¬ 
tion  and  as  to  production,  such  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  shall  be  deducted  from  the  Cuban 
quota.” 

Mr.  PETERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  provide 
that  World  War  II  veterans  who  were 
honorably  discharged,  who  are  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  and  who  are  bona 
fide  farmers  at  the  time  this  act  takes 
effect,  shall  be  allowed  to  raise  sugar 
beets  of  sugarcane,  for  the  purpose  of 
producing  sugar,  without  reference  to 
quotas.  The  particular  portion  which 
they  may  raise  may  be  deducted  from 
the  Cuban  quotas. 

In  most  of  the  bills  dealing  with  agri¬ 
culture,  which  have  quota  provisions, 
there  are  definite  provisions  of  law  pro¬ 
tecting  veterans  for  the  preservation  of 
their  quotas  when  they  return.  There  is 
no  particular  provision  such  as  that  in 
the  sugar  law.  There  are  many  in¬ 
stances  in  which  veterans  have  prepared 
the  land.  They  have  not  been  able  to 
build  up  a  historical  basis  for  a  quota. 
Therefore,  those  who  have  been  serving 
their  country  at  times  when  they  would 
have  been  able  to  build  up  a  historical 
basis,  have  no  assurance  that  they  will 
have  a  quota.  I  recognize  the  situation 
that  where  you  have  benefit  payments 
you  must  have  quotas,  although  I  have 
always  felt  and  still  feel  that  we  should 
encourage  new  production,  and  that  we 
should  allow  in  this  country  production 
by  our  farmers  without  quotas.  How¬ 
ever,  I  realize  if  I  made  it  wide  open  my 
amendment  would  have  many  objec¬ 
tions,  so  I  tried  to  limit  it  to  World  War 
II  veterans.  The  men  who  were  serving 
their  country  had  no  chance  to  build 
up  a  historical  basis  for  quotas. 

I  think  this  is  fair.  It  will  increase  cer¬ 
tain  domestic  production  by  veterans  who 
are  bona  fide  farmers,  veterans  who  are 
citizens,  and  this  should  be  written  into 
the  bill. 

In  all  seriousness,  I  hope  the  commit¬ 
tee  will  vote  this  amendment  into  the 
bill. 

In  order  that  there  may  not  be  any 
fight  between  the  beet  areas  and  the  cane 
areas,  I  have  asked  that  it  be  deducted 
from  the  Cuban  allotment. 

There  is  a  limitation,  for  instance,  as 
to  the  number  of  veterans  and  limitation 
as  to  the  acreage  that  can  actually  be 
produced..  There  is  a  physical  limitation. 
We  have  to  drain  the  land  and  we  have 
to  build  dikes.  The  physical  facts  will 
make  that  limitation.  Compared  to  the 
production  in  Cuba,  it  would  be  an  in¬ 
finitesimal  amount.  It  is  fair  and  just 
to  these  men  who  have  had  no  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  build  up  an  historical  basis. 


I  urge  that  you  support  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Peterson] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  fully  the  pop¬ 
ular  appeal  that  an  amendment  of  this 
type  has  on  its  face.  I  am  a  veteran 
of  World  War  II,  and  I  am  as  anxious 
to  extend  every  privilege  and  benefit  to 
the  men  who  fought  for  our  country  as 
any  Member  of  this  House.  But  I  think 
this  amendment  should  be  analyzed  a 
little. 

In  the  first  place,  as  I  understand  the 
amendment,  it  would  establish  quotas  to 
so-called  bona  fide  veteran  farmers  who 
were  farmers  at  the  time  of  the  passage 
of  this  act.  The  argument  is  made  that 
there  is  no  historical  basis  for  the  vet¬ 
erans:  therefore  this  amendment  should 
be  adopted.  That  to  my  way  of  thinking 
is  absolutely  meaningless,  because,  bear 
in  mind,  there  are  no  existing  quotas  at 
this  time  insofar  as  anybody  is  concerned 
either  in  the  cane  areas  or  the  beet 
sugar  areas.  Since  quotas  were  sus¬ 
pended  in  the  year  1941,  I  believe,  any¬ 
one  could  enter  the  beet-sugar  industry 
or  cane-sugar  farming. 

As  I  understand  the  amendment  it 
would  apply  only  to  those  so-called  bona 
fide  farmers  who  were  farming  at  the 
time  the  act  was  adopted.  As  I  inter¬ 
pret  the  amendment,  therefore,  in  the 
first  place  it  has  utterly  no  meaning  be¬ 
cause  anyone  who  wants  to  enter  the 
business  today  can  enter  it  without  any 
interference  insofar  as  quotas  are  con¬ 
cerned.  Hence  any  veteran  who  desires 
to  can  become  a  beet  or  sugar  farmer. 
Therefore,  the  amendment  is  meaning¬ 
less.  Moreover,  I  think  this  type  of 
amendment,  much  as  I  want  to  favor  the 
veteran  and  even  if  it  had  any  mean¬ 
ing,  is  a  bad  type  of  amendment,  be¬ 
cause  it  subjects  the  veteran  to  exploita¬ 
tion.  What  happens?  What  has  hap¬ 
pened  in  the  past?  Let  us  take  the  case 
of  the  surplus  property.  There  is  a  good 
illustration.  We  wrote  all  sorts  of  pro¬ 
visions  into  the  Surplus  Property  Act 
giving  preference  to  veterans.  Invari¬ 
ably  someone  goes  around,  gets  his 
brother-in-law,  his  son-in-law,  or  his 
uncle,  who  is  a  veteran,  puts  him  up  as 
front  man  and  as  a  veteran,  sits  him  out 
in  front,  and  then  all  kinds  of  conniving 
takes  place.  That  is  exactly  what  would 
happen  in  this  instance  if  we  adopted 
this  amendment,  and  we  would  not  be 
doing  the  veteran  any  favor  whatsoever. 
In  addition  to  that,  innocent-sounding 
as  the  amendment  is,  it  might,  if  it  has 
any  meaning,  interfere  vitally  with  the 
quota  arrangements  which  have  been 
worked  out  by  the  State  Department  and 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  with  the 
Republic  of  Cuba.  In  doing  that  we 
would  jeopardize  the  entire  purpose  for 
which  this  bill  will  be  enacted.  I  sin¬ 
cerely  hope,  therefore,  in  the  name  of 
the  veteran,  because  this  amendment 
will  not  help  the  veteran,  in  order  to 
maintain  our  commitments  to  countries 
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with  which  we  have  made  agreements 
that  we  will  vote  down  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kansas  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  after  the 
excellent  statement  just  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  necessary  to  say  much  more 
on  this  amendment. 

I  agree  with  everything  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  has  just  said. 

We  all  want  to  do  all  we  can  for  the 
veterans,  of  course,  but  to  my  mind  it  is 
very  doubtful  as  to  whether  you  would  be 
doing  anything  for  the  veterans  under 
this  amendment;  and  its  adoption  would 
certainly  place  in  jeopardy  the  ultimate 
enactment  of  this  legislation. 

I  want  to  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  under  the  language  of  the  bill  which 
we  had  before  us  there  is  this  provision: 
That  the  Secretary  in  determining  the 
proportionate  share  to  a  farmer  shall  in¬ 
sofar  as  practical  protect  the  interests  of 
new  producers  and  small  producers  and 
the  interests  of  producers  who  are  cash 
tenants,  share  tenants,  adherent  plant¬ 
ers,  and  sharecroppers.  The  same  pro¬ 
vision  is  contained  in  the  present  act.  I 
have  conferred  with  Mr.  Marshall  the 
administrator  of  the  act,  as  to  how  he 
would  interpret  that  language,  and  how 
he  has  been  interpreting  it,  and  he  has 
assured  me  that  in  applying  that  lan¬ 
guage  veterans  will  be  given  ever*  con¬ 
sideration.  He  says  that  he  feels  bound 
under  the  language  of  the  GI  bill  to  give 
veterans  a  preference  in  making  those 
allocations.  The  language  of  this  bill, 
which  I  have  just  read,  as  applied  either 
to  veterans  or  to  others  is  much  more  in¬ 
clusive  than  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida,  beca  ’.se  his 
amendment  includes  only  veterans  who 
are  farming  now,  but  the  language  writ¬ 
ten  in  the  bill  applies  to  any  farmer  vet¬ 
eran  any  time  during  the  life  of  the  act. 

Now,  what  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  would  do 
would  be  to  set  up  another  quota.  We 
have  a  quota  each  for  the  domestic  beet 
producers,  the  mainland  cane  producers, 
Puerto  Rico,  Hawaii,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands.  This  would  set  up  another 
quota  and  in  doing  that  it  would  throw 
out  of  balance  all  of  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  with  reference  to  quotas.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  I  do  not  know  how  such  a  pro¬ 
vision  as  this  could  be  administered  and 
I  do  not  know  how  a  veteran  could  dis¬ 
pose  of  his  cane  or  his  beets  if  he  got  a 
quota  under  the  provisions  of  this 
amendment  because  the  quotas  provided 
in  the  bill  are  assigned  to  each  factory 
district.  These  factory  districts  cannot 
market  in  interstate  commerce  any 
larger  amount  of  sugar  than  the  quota 
given.  This  means  they  cannot  buy 
any  more  cane  or  beets  than  enough  to 
fill  their  quota.  So  if  there  is  a  regu¬ 
lar  quota  given  to  the  factory  district 
and  that  is  assigned  to  the  producers 
within  that  district,  then  I  do  not  know 
where  a  veteran  would  go  to  sell  his 
cane  or  beets  if  he  were  given  an  extra 
quota  under  this  provision.  While  I  am 


just  as  sympathetic  as  anyone  could  pos¬ 
sibly  be  toward  any  provision  that  will 
give  veterans  a  preference  under  this 
act,  I  do  not  believe  the  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
would  do  it  and,  if  adopted,  it  would,  in 
my  opinion,  very  seriously  jeopardize  the 
ultimate  enactment  of  this  legislation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  pending 
amendment  and  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  district  we  grow 
a  lot  of  sugarcane.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  sugar-producing  area  of  the 
State  of  Florida,  which  produces  ap¬ 
proximately  100,000  tons  of  sugar  per 
year,  lies  almost  exclusively  in  the  Sixth 
Congressional  District  of  Florida.  I  am, 
therefore,  very  much  interested  in  the 
sugar  legislation. 

The  merits  of  this  bill  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed  quite  fully  and  I  am  not  going 
into  that  phase  of  it,  but  I  do  want  to 
say  to  the  membership  of  the  House  that 
this  is  one  time  that  the  producers,  the 
departments  of  the  Government  and  the 
various  domestic  sugar  producers  have 
gotten  together.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  State  Department  are 
for  it,  the  Interior  Department  is  for  it, 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  it.  The  bill  is  not  absolutely 
satisfactory  in  every  particular,  but  it 
is  certainly .  the  best  bill  that  can  be 
brought  to  this  floor  at  this  time  in  order 
to  take  care  of  not  only  the  consumers 
but  the  producers  of  sugar.  When  the 
industry  gets  together  like  it  has  in  this 
instance,  when  there  is  absolute  accord, 
and  when  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
after  having  .given  full  and  complete 
study,  brings  to  us  this  bill  I  am  sure  the 
House  will  adopt  it. 

Going  back  to  the  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Peterson],  with  reference  to  ex¬ 
emption  of  veterans  from  the  allotment 
of  the  quota  system,  may  I  say  that  this 
would  not  affect  the  sugar  quota  and 
would  be  infinitesimal.  At  the  present 
time,  as  suggested  by  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Louisiana,  there  is  no 
quota.  The  veterans  can  come  in  right 
now,  and  they  could  come  in  for  some 
time  provided  the  President  suspends 
the  quota  provisions  of  this  bill,  and  they 
can  raise  sugarcane.  When  it  comes  to 
the  time  of  allotment,  at  that  time  the 
veteran  who  has  planted  sugarcane  can 
get  his  proper  allotment. 

This  is  not  giving  the  veteran  any¬ 
thing  at  all.  It  is  just  permitting  him 
to  work,  it  is  permitting  him,  if  he  wants 
to,  to  engage  in  an  agricultural  industry 
by  producing  sugar. 

Now,  my  friend  says  that  we  have 
given  them  every  consideration.  Well, 
we  have,  but  this  is  not  giving  them  any¬ 
thing  except  the  right  to  work.  As  I 
stated  previously  on  the  floor  of  this 
House,  about  the  only  thing  we  have 
given  the  veterans  so  far  is  priorities. 
They  never  have  gotten  much.  Very 
little  have  they  obtained,  and  we  are  not 
asking  anything  but  that  they  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  farm.  You  know,  there  are  a 
lot  of  veterans  coming  to  Florida.  This 
Everglades  section  land  is  as  rich  as  the 


valley  of  the  Nile.  We  have  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  acres  in  the  Everglades 
section  of  Florida  and  we  could  produce 
out  there  all  the  sugarcane  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar  that  the  people  of 
America  could  consume.  But  instead  of 
that  we  have  to  allot  more  to  Cuba  be¬ 
cause  we  are  restricted  in  the  production 
on  the  mainland  of  this  country,  includ¬ 
ing  Louisiana  and  Florida. 

Now,  this  will  not  affect  our  local 
growers.  This  amendment  says  this:  If 
we  get  back  to  where  we  have  to  put  on 
a  quota,  that  this  quota  shall  not  come 
from  out  of  producers  on  the  mainland, 
but  the  quota  shall  be  deducted  from 
Cuba’s  quota,  and,  as  you  know,  if  there 
is  any  deficiency  in  any  of  the  areas  at 
the  present  time,  Cuba  gets  S8  percent  of 
it  and  we  get  nothing.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  as  I  see  it,  this  amendment  is  a 
constructive  amendment,  and  the  vet¬ 
erans  should  be  permitted  to  grow  cane  if 
they  want  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  expired. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  expect  to  support  this 
sugar  legislation.  The  bill  is  not  per¬ 
fect  and  does  not  suit  me  in  all  its 
phases — but  I  shall  vote  for  its  passage. 
I  say  that  because  all  indications  point 
to  the  fact  that  the  processors  and  the 
growers  and  the  various  departments 
have  gotten  together  on  a  bill  that  to 
them  is  satisfactory:  in  other  words, 
there  is  a  compromise  on  sugar  legisla¬ 
tion. 

My  colleagues,  you  must  remember 
that  sugar  is  one  of  the  commodities  that 
has  been  regulated  longer  than  any  other 
food  product  in  the  United  States.  I 
think  perhaps  that  accounts  for  this 
complicated  bill  and  the  imperfections 
in  the  bill.  The  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  would  fur¬ 
ther  complicate  the  bill. 

I  do  have  some  misgivings  about  the 
bill.  If  you  examine  it  carefully  you  will 
find  there  is  a  certain  allocation  of  beet 
sugar  to  the  United  States,  that  it  per¬ 
mits  1,800,000  short  tons  of  beet  sugar. 
This  is  an  increase  of  100,000  short  tons 
of  sugar.  At  one  time  we  had  1,700,000 
short  tons  of  beet  sugar  produced  in  the 
United  States.  I  am  fearful  that  the 
amount  of  increase  permitted  is  not  suf¬ 
ficient  to  take  care  of  the  growing  pop¬ 
ulation  of  the  United  States.  It  does 
not  provide  for  the  growing  industrial 
use  of  sugar.  Our  population  grows 
about  two  million  a  year.  The  bill  pro¬ 
vides  controls  for  5  years’.  In  5  years 
there  will  be  another  10,000,000  people 
using  sugar  in  the  United  States.  Be¬ 
sides,  the  uses  of  sugar  have  increased. 
Now,  what  is  the  answer  to  that?  I  do 
not  find  it  in  this  bill  unless  there  is  some 
way  to  increase  the  amount  of  land  that 
can  be  brought  under  irrigation.  I  re¬ 
member  a  former  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  He  was  Vice  President  at  one  time. 
He  recently  was  made  editor  of  a  mag¬ 
azine.  He  went  out  into  my  country  a 
few  years  ago  when  he  wras  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  and  made  the  statement 
that  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  should 
not  be  raised  in  the  United  States;  it 
was  economically  unsound.  Well,  they 
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hung  that  gentleman  one  evening  in 
effigy.  I  can  still  see  his  effigy  hanging 
on  the  end  of  a  rope,  and  there  was  a 
very  mad  group  of  farmers  around  the 
likeness  of  Henry  Wallace.  I  want  to 
see  our  farmers  produce  all  the  sugar 
they  can  and  with  no  useless  restrictions. 

Well,  I  contend  that  perhaps  one  fault 
in  this  bill  is  that  we  have  not  given 
enough  attention  to  how  much  sugar  we 
can  produce  at  home.  I  see  no  way  in 
this  bill  whereby  you  can  bring  new  land 
under  irrigation  and  sugar  beet  produc¬ 
tion. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Hope],  who  has  done  an  excellent 
job  working  on  this  bill,  a  question.  How 
can  new  lands  not  heretofore  in  produc¬ 
tion  of  sugar  beets  be  planted  to  that 
crop?  Can  that  be  done? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes;  after  the  entire  quota 
which  is  allotted  to  domestic  sugar-beet 
production  is  exhausted  and  new  factory 
areas  and  new  growers  come  into  exist¬ 
ence. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Well,  I  hope 
they  can,  because  they  are  bringing  new 
land  under  irrigation  all  the  time.  As  I 
said  before,  with  the  growing  population 
in  this  country  and  the  growing  uses  of 
sugar,  we  should  not  put  shackles  upon 
the  domestic  production  of  sugar.  I 
think  we  ought  to  give  them  free  rein. 
However,  this  is  a  compromise.  The 
committee  has  worked  hard  upon  it.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida,  while  we 
are  in  sympathy  with  what  he  would  do 
for  the  veterans,  would  merely  further 
complicate  this  bill.  I  would  commend  to 
my  colleagues  affirmative  action  on  the 
bill  without  his  amendment.  There  must 
be  some  sugar  legislation,  and  as  this  bill 
has  the  approval  of  all  interested  par¬ 
ties,  it  should  pass. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  In  the 
event  it  develops  that  we  do  not  produce 
enough  sugar  to  take  care  of  the  needs 
here  on  account  of  increased  population, 
two  things  can  happen.  Congress  can 
amend  the  legislation  or  the  Secretary 
and  the  President  can  suspend  the  quotas 
so  that  we  can  get  additional  sugar 
planted. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  does  have  absolute  power  under  this 
bill  to  make  adjustments  of  that  nature 
when  they  are  needed. 

Mr.  PETERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  PETERSON.  I  am  in  accord  with 
the  gentleman’s  desire  to  increase  pro¬ 
duction.  All  these  years  I  have  fought 
for  increased  production.  This  would  be 
a  very  small  increase.  I  thought' we 
would  let  the  veterans  increase  it  some 
now.  I  would  go  all  out  if  we  could  in¬ 
crease  production  generally. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  position,  but  feel  his  amendment, 
not  having  the  approval  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Committee,  should  not  prevail. 


The  bill  should  pass  without  amend¬ 
ments. 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BENDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  all  been 
sugared  up  here  on  this  bill.  I  think  all 
of  us  know  just  about  how  we  are  going 
to  vote.  Will  you  not  please  let  us  vote 
so  we  can  do  something  else? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Peterson]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

MORE  NEW  DEAL  LEGISLATION,  BUREAUCRACY,  AND 
REGIMENTATION 

Mr.  SCHWABE  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  so- 
called  sugar  bill  and  designated  in  the 
bill  as  the  “Sugar  Act  of  1948.”  In  the 
report  of  the  committee,  after  likening 
the  .proposal  to  the  Sugar  Acts  of  1934 
and  1937,  it  is  stated  that,  “the  bill  has 
as  its  primary  objective  the  stabilization 
of  the  sugar  producing,  refining,  and  im¬ 
porting  industries.”  Quotas  are  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  established  for  producers, 
marketers  and  importers,  and  subsidies 
are  authorized  to  be  paid  to  those  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  production  and  refining  of 
sugar,  all  of  which  ultimately  must  be 
paid  by  the  consumer.  The  committee’s 
report  says  that  this  is  to  be  understood 
as  only  a  temporary  program  to  last  for 
5  years  from  January  1,  1948.  But  all 
of  the  essential  provisions  of  this  act 
have  been  in  force  since  the  passage  of 
the  early  Sugar  Acts  of  1934  and  1937. 
It  is  extremely  doubtful  if  the  program 
will  be  abandoned  within  the  near 
future. 

Much  of  the  language  of  the  bill  is 
intricate  and  involved.  But  the  bill  is 
filled  with  provisions  giving  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  who  is  the  direct 
appointee  of  the  President,  absolute  and 
dictatorial  powers.  It  is  true  that  the 
bill  directs  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  take  into  consideration,  before  issuing 
his  edicts,  certain  factual  circumstances 
and  conditions,  but,  in  the  long  run,  it 
is  left  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
determine  what  action  he  will  take  with 
reference  to  the  production,  importation, 
and  refining  of  sugar  in  this  country. 
Worse  than  that,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  in  the  last  analysis,  according  to 
the  provisions  of  this  bill,  can  and  will 
determine  the  price  that  the  citizens  of 
the  country  pay  for  the  sugar  they  use, 
and  that  applies  both  to  domestic  and 
commercial  users  of  sugar. 

PLANNED  ECONOMY 

If  the  authors  of  this  bill,  whoever 
they  may  have  been,  had  tried  to  write  a 
new  bill  filled  from  start  to  finish  with 
planned  economy  provisions,  applicable 
to  the  production,  refining  and  market¬ 
ing  of  sugar,  it  is  difficult  to  imagine  how 
they  could  have  done  a  more  complete 
job. 

The  language  resembles  that  which 
was  customarily  employed  by  the  brain- 
trusters  of  the  early  New  Deal  days,  and 
the  conceptions  and  philosophies  of  the 


New  Dealers,  and  particularly  of  former 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Henry 
Wallace,  seem  to  have  formed  the  basis 
of  the  theory  and  purposes  of  this  bill. 
It  does  not  read  like  an  American  con¬ 
gressional  production. 

It  is  said  that  Mr.  Henry  Wallace,  early 
in  the  New  Deal  regime,  advocated  the 
idea  that  every  farmer  should  be  re¬ 
quired  to  post  on  his  front  gatepost  a 
Federal  Government  permit,  stating  the 
exact  acreage  and  quantity  of  each  and 
every  crop  he  was  permitted  to  produce, 
in  order  that  his  neighbors  might  know 
if  he  had  exceeded  his  allocation  or 
quantity.  This  is  the  same  gentleman 
of  whom  ex-Senator  Reed  of  Missouri 
said  that  he  had  required  the  farmers  of 
this  country  to  reduce  their  corn  acreage 
by  20  percent  and  at  the  same  time  was 
trying  to  induce  our  corn  growers  to  pur¬ 
chase  from  Mr.  Wallace’s  corporation 
Wallace’s  hybrid  seed  corn  at  $7.50  a 
bushel,  guaranteed  to  increase  the  yield 
20  percent.  This  is  the  same  group  that 
promulgated  the  corn -hog  reduction 
program,  killed  the  little  pigs  and  cattle, 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  an  over¬ 
production,  and  in  order  to  produce  a 
scarcity,  which  would  result  in  a  higher 
price  in  agricultural  products.  This  is 
the  same  thing  that  developed  for  us 
during  the  past  14  years  the  philosophy 
of  scarcity,  artificial  fixation  of  prices, 
controlled  economy,  the  OPA,  and  all  of 
the  patent  medicines  and  nostrums  of 
the  New  Deal,  which  have  become  so 
nauseating  to  the  people  of  this  country. 
This  is  the  result  of  the  same  philosophy 
and  thinking  that  would  regulate  our 
every  action,  would  tell  us  how  much  we 
must  pay  for  labor  and  how  many  hours 
labor  shall  work,  the  diet  we  shall  con¬ 
sume  and  the  clothing  we  shall  wear  and 
the  housing  of  our  people.  It  is  the  out¬ 
growth  of  the  same  program  that  pro¬ 
duced  thousands  upon  thousands  of 
bureaucratic  and  Executive  orders, 
edicts,  rules,  regulations,  and  the  regi¬ 
mentation  of  our  people. 

It  is  almost  unbelievable  that  this 
Congress  should  want  to  follow  in  the 
tracks  of  such  un-American  programs 
of  the  New  Deal  reign  of  the  past  14 
years.  Yet,  I  call  your  attention  to  cer¬ 
tain  provisions  of  H.  R.  4075,  the  so- 
called  sugar  bill  now  under  considera¬ 
tion.  After  reading  section  203  and  its 
involved  language  and  lengthy  clauses 
and  sentences,  I  think  most  people  would 
give  up  in  dire  confusion  and  say  that 
there  wasn’t  any  question  but  what  the 
language  sounded  like  Che  language  of 
some  of  the  other  New  Deal  legislation 
that  has  been  foisted  upon  the  American 
people.  There  are  only  two  sentences  in 
section  201  of  the  bill.  The  first  sen¬ 
tence  covers  9  lines  of  the  printed  bill, 
and  the  second  sentence  covers  29  lines. 
I  submit  that  the  language,  not  only  in 
section  201,  but  in  many  other  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  bill,  is  entirely  beyond  the 
comprehension  of  almost  anyone  except 
a  New  Dealer  to  understand.  I  hope  it 
was  not  designed  to  be  confusing. 

I  would  remind  you  of  the  old  NRA 
days.  You  will  remember  that  the  first 
New  Deal  baby  to  be  born  was  the  Na¬ 
tional  Recovery  Act,  commonly  referred 
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to  as  the  NRA.  It  was  referred  to  by  the 
New  Dealers  as  involving  a  code  of  fair 
competition.  That  hideous  blue  eagle 
had  to  be  displayed  in  order  to  avoid 
boycotts  and  reprisals.  The  President 
and  the  Administrator  of  NRA  said  that 
the  codes  were  written  by  the  leaders  in 
industry.  Of  course  they  were,  with  the 
colloboration  of  the  brain-trusters  and 
for  the  protection  and  perpetuation  of 
big  business — the  leaders  in  industry.  It 
is  not  natural  for  the  leaders  in  any  in¬ 
dustry  to  encourage  newcomers  and 
competitors.  Hence,  among  other  things, 
the  code  of  fair  competition,  the  rules 
and  regulations  promulgated  pursuant 
to  the  National  Recovery  Act,  provided 
that  as  long  as  the  leaders  in  the  indus¬ 
try  determined  that  there  was  sufficient 
capacity  to  turn  out  the  quantity  of  ma¬ 
terial  deemed  necessary  for  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  a  locality,  a  new  business 
could  not  be  started.  It  was  necessary 
that  the  NRA  group,  which  was  dom¬ 
inated  by  the  leaders  in  industry,  should 
issue  a  permit  of  convenience  and  neces¬ 
sity  before  anyone  could  start  up  a  new 
business,  or  enlarge  his  operations  or 
plant. 

A  similar  situation  is  provided  in  this 
sugar  bill.  It  is  honey-coated  with  the 
language  that  apparently  is  designed  to 
mislead  the  consumers  of  sugar  and  we 
are  told  that  an  emergency  exists,  and  it 
is  necessary  to  pass  this  bill  if  we  are  to 
get  any  sugar.  That  is  more  New  Deal 
language.  The  New  Deal  has  thrived  and 
progressed  from  the  very  beginning  on 
emergencies  and  the  emergency  hysteria 
has  so  seized  the  public  that  they  seem 
easily  swayed  by  other  cries  of  emer¬ 
gency.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  is 
given  the  power  and  authority  to  tell 
each  farmer  how  much  he  can  produce. 
In  section  302  (a)  of  the  bill,  it  is  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  amount  of  sugar,  with 
respect  to  which  subsidy  payments  shall 
be  made,  shall  be  the  amount  commer¬ 
cially  recoverable  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  from  the  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  grown  on  the  farm  and  marketed — 
or  processed  by  the  producer — not  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the 
farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

In  subsection  (b),  it  is  provided: 

In  determining  the  proportionate  shares 
with  respect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary  may 
take  into  consideration  the  past  production 
on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
marketed. 

In  section  303  of  the  bill,  there  is  a 
provision  which  reads: 

With  respect  to  such  bona  fide  abandon¬ 
ment  of  each  planted  acre  of  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane,  one-third  of  the  normal  yield  of 
commercially  recoverable  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  per  acre  for  the  farm,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary. 

Then  to  make  certain  that  the  control 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  be 
as  nearly  czarlike  as  possible,  and  as 
dictatorial  as  it  may  be,  provided  in  lan¬ 
guage,  we  find  section  304  (b)  providing 
as  follows: 

All  payments  shall  be  calculated  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  farm  which,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  act,  shall  be  a  farming  unit  as  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  regulations  Issued 
by  the  Secretary,  and  in  making  such  deter¬ 
minations,  the  Secretary  shall  take  into  can- 

No.  132 - 10 


sideration  the  use  of  common  work  stock, 
equipment,  labor,  management,  and  other 
pertinent  factors. 

Without  any  reflections  upon  the  pres¬ 
ent  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  is  an 
especially  fine  gentleman  and  whom  I 
very  much  admire  personally,  I  must  say 
that  such  power  and  authority  vested 
in  any  one  man  is  un-American.  Thank 
God  we  had  a  Supreme  Court  that 
understood  Americanism  well  enough  to 
declare  the  NRA  unconstitutional  when 
it  was  brought  before  that  Court  for  con¬ 
sideration.  Why  should  we  continue, 
promote,  extend,  implement,  and  per¬ 
sonify  the  program  of  the  New  Dealers 
by  the  passage  of  such  an  act  as  this? 

BLANK  CHECKS 

I  call  your  attention  to  section  401, 
the  first  section  of  title  IV,  which  reads: 

For  the  purposes  of  this  act,  the  Secretary 
may  make  such  expenditures  as  he  deems 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  including  personal  services  and  rents  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere. 

In  this  same  connection  and  under 
this  same  title  IV,  I  call  your  attention 
to  the  dictatorial  authorization  con¬ 
tained  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  402, 
which  reads: 

All  funds  available  for  carrying  out  this 
act  shall  be  available  for  allotment  to  the 
bureaus  and  offices  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  for  transfer  to  such  other 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  as  the 
Secretary  may  request  to  cooperate  or  assist 
in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

Then,  in  perfect  New  Deal  style  and 
apparently  for  fear  that  this  lengthy  bill 
might  have  omitted  some  authority  and 
provision  to  strengthen  the  hand  of  the 
Secretary  who  had  been  given  such  dic¬ 
tatorial  powers  in  the  bill,  we  find  sec¬ 
tion  403  (a),  which  reads: 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such 
orders  or  regulations,  which  shall  have  the 
force  and  effect  of  law,  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  powers  vested  in  him  by 
this  act.  Any  person  knowingly  violating 
any  order  or  regulation  of  the  Secretary 
issued  pursuant  to  this  act,  shall,  upon  con¬ 
viction,  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  $100  for  each  such  violation. 

It  has  not  been  long  since  we  heard 
the  popular  clamor  against  fines  being 
imposed  for  violations  of  Executive  or¬ 
ders,  edicts,  and  regulations.  But  here 
we  have  a  provision  authorizing  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  promulgate  any  orders  or  regu¬ 
lations  he  may  see  fit  to  carry  out  the 
power  vested  in  him  by  this  act,  and  then 
going  all  out  New  Deal  style  and  provid¬ 
ing  that  if  anyone  shall  violate  any  or¬ 
der  or  regulation  of  the  Secretary,  he  may 
be  fined  $100  for  each  violation.  I 
thought  the  people  of  the  United  States 
spoke  last  November  5  and  said  they 
wanted  no  more  of  such  stuff.  That  is 
abhorrent  and  shocking  to  the  people  of 
this  country,  and  I  do  not  believe  they 
will  appreciate  further  enactments  along 
that  line  by  Congress. 

But  the  bill  goes  another  step.  In 
section  406,  the  Secretary  is  vested  with 
all  the  powers  of  a  legally  authorized 
snooper.  He  can  require  any  and  all  in¬ 
formation  he  wants  in  connection  with 
the  manufacturing,  marketing,  or  indus¬ 
trial  use  of  sugar,  and  anyone  who  fails 
tb  furnish  such  information  or  furnishes 


8901 

false  information  on  the  subject  to  the 
Secretary,  is  liable  to  a  fine  of  $1,000  for 
each  violation.  The  snooping  clause  and 
power  and  authority  vested  in  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  further  emphasized  in  section  410 
of  the  bill. 

In  section  410,  it  is  provided: 

The  Secretary  is  authorized,  to  conduct 
surveys,  investigations,  and  research  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  conditions  and  factors  affecting 
the  methods  of  accomplishing  most  effec¬ 
tively  the  purposes  of  this  act  and  for  the 
benefit  of  agriculture  generally  in  any  area. 

Thus,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  really  clothed  with  the  authority 
of  a  czar  not  only  in  the  sugar-producing 
areas,  but  as  he  may  see  fit  and  as  he 
may  deem  “for  the  benefit  of  agricul¬ 
ture  generally  in  any  area.” 

It  is  not  a  question  of  whether  or  not 
Secretary  Clinton  Anderson  will  become 
a  czar.  Congress  should  not  vest  any 
individual,  the  President,  or  any  of  his 
appointees,  with  any  such  power.  Con¬ 
gress  should  not  abdicate  its  authority. 
As  representatives  of  the  people,  we 
should  not  vest  or  attempt  to  vest  such 
dictatorial  powers  in  any  man  in  this 
country. 

There  are  many  other  provisions  in 
the  bill  equally  as  un-American  in  prin¬ 
ciple  as  those  to  which  I  have  just  re¬ 
ferred.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
Secretary  has  been  given  power  and  au¬ 
thority  to  allocate  according  to  areas  and 
down  to  the  individual  farms,  and  the 
authority  to  define  the  maximum 
amount  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
that  can  be  produced  in  this  country. 
It  is  planned  economy  from  start  to 
finish.  He  is  given  a  blank  check  to 
carry  on  his  operations  as  dictatorial 
as  he  may  see  fit.  He  is  given  the  au¬ 
thority  to  pass  upon  contracts  between 
producers  and  buyers  and  between  pro¬ 
ducers  and  their  hired  help,  to  penalize 
people  who  will  not  comply  with  regula¬ 
tions  which  he  promulgates  instead  of 
laws  being  passed  by  Congress.  He  is 
even  given  the  authority  that  can  ulti¬ 
mately  determine  just  how  much  sugar 
you  and  I  can  consume  in  this  country. 
On  page  6  of  the  printed  report  of  the 
committee  on  this  bill,  it  is  stated: 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized 
under  section  201  to  determine  the  require¬ 
ments  of  consumers  for  each  calendar  year 
on  the  basis  of  the  standards  specified  there¬ 
in.  In  making  his  determinations  the  Sec¬ 
retary  is  directed  to  protect  the  welfare  of 
consumers  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  do¬ 
mestic  sugar-producing  industry  by  provid¬ 
ing  a  quantity  of  sugar  which  will  be  con¬ 
sumed  at  prices  fair  to  both  consumers  and 
the  domestic  sugar  industry. 

On  page  8  of  the  committee’s  printed 
report,  it  is  specifically  stated  that  sec¬ 
tion  302  of  the  bill  authorizes  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  establish  proportionate  shares 
in  each  of  the  domestic  areas  in  terms  of 
each  farm’s  fair  share  of  the  total  quan¬ 
tity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required 
to  be  processed  to  enable  the  producing 
area  to  meet  the  quota — and  provide  a 
normal  carry-over  inventory — for  such 
area.  The  proportionate  shares — acre¬ 
age  allotments — for  farms  are  to  be  es¬ 
tablished  on  the  basis  of  past  production 
on  the  farm  and  ability  to  produce  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  thereon. 
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The  committee  handling  this  bill  stated 
in  the  committee  report  on  page  8: 

It  is  the  judgment  of  the  committee  that 
considerable  discretion  should  be  left  to 
the  Secretary  to  deal  with  the  varied  and 
changing  conditions  in  the  various  produc¬ 
tion  areas,  in  order  to  establish  fair  and 
equitable  shares  for  farms  in  such  areas. 

Does  not  that  sound  like  New  Deal 
bureaucracy,  from  which  we  should  be 
attempting  to  rid  ourselves. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  I  think  we  should  face  the  stern 
realities  that  beset  us.  It  does  not  augur 
well  for  us  to  side-step  the  issue.  If 
there  is  a  crisis  or  emergency,  and  the 
present  1937  Sugar  Act  expires  December 
31,  1947,  should  we  not  fearlessly  and 
boldly  face  the  proposition  of  enacting 
legislation  that  is  sound  and  American 
in  principle?  The  truth  of  the  matter  is 
that  the  New  Deal  crowd  threw  overboard 
our  tariff  protections  on  home  industries. 
This  applied  to  sugar  and  they  substi¬ 
tuted  subsidies,  premiums  and  bonuses. 
Tariffs  are  paid  by  the  consumer  of  the 
goods  upon  which  tariffs  are  collected, 
while  subsidies  are  paid  out  of  the  public 
Treasury  by  the  taxpayers,  regardless  of 
whether  or  not  they  are  consumers  of 
such  commodities.  If  it  is  wrong  in 
principle  to  subsidize  the  sugar  industry, 
by  paying  subsidies  to  the  producers  and 
the  processors  and  marketers,  we  should 
face  the  issue  and  decline  to  do  so.  We 
should  provide  other  sound  procedures, 
procedures  which  are  economically  sound 
and  are  not  just  temporary  make-shifts, 
such  as  the  committee  admits  this  bill 
is  intended  to  be.  In  the  meantime,  most 
important  of  all,  we  should  not  vest  in 
any  man  the  dictatorial  powers  that  this 
bill  seeks  to  give  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

The  bill  is  New  Dealish  in  every  respect. 
Hence,  I  cannot  and  will  not  vote  for  its 
passage. 

(Mr.  SCHWABE  of  Oklahoma  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  proceed  out  of  order,  and  to  pro¬ 
ceed  for  two  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 

There  was  no  objection. 

[Mr.  CURTIS  addressed  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  revise  and 
extend  the  remarks  I  made. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  are  no  fur¬ 
ther  amendments  at  the  desk  and,  under 
the  rule,  the  Committee  will  rise. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Cunningham,  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com¬ 
mittee.  having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  H.  R.  4075,  pursuant  to  House 


Resolution  273,  he  reported  the  same 
back  to  the  House  with  sundry  amend¬ 
ments  adopted  in  Committee  of  the- 
Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gross. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  motion  to  recommit  which  is  at 
the  desk. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  I  am,  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Flannagan  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
to  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  with 
instructions  to  report  the  bill  back  forth¬ 
with  continuing  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  for  1 
year  and  providing  for  reallocation  of  any  of 
the  1948  deficit  in  Philippine  continental 
beet-  and  cane-sugar  quotas  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  H.  R.  4075. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Flannagan) 
there  were — ayes  47,  noes  101. 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FLANNAGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the  bill 
was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

PERMISSION  TO  COMMITTEE  ON  DIS¬ 
TRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  TO  FILE  RE¬ 
PORTS 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  the  District  of  Columbia  may  have 
until  midnight  tonight  to  file  sundry  re¬ 
ports. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

SGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1948, 
SENT  TO  CONFERENCE 

Mr.  ^'hlQHNSON  of  Indiana.  Mr. 
Speaker, I  aSkunanimous  cqas'ent  to  take 
from  the  Speakers  tablp-fhe  bill  (H.  R. 
3993)  making  ajJpjpffriations  for  the 
legislative  branch^fdrWie  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  l^Affand  forbther  purposes, 
with  sundpy^amendments  thereto,  dis¬ 
agree  tp'-Ehe  amendments,  andSigree  to 
the  ednference  asked  by  the  Senates 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill." 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Johnson  of  Indiana, 
Tibbott,  Canfield,  Griffiths,  Cannon, 
Kirwan,  and  Andrews  of  Alabama. 
SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  PHILBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the  House 
for  10  minutes  today  following  the  (dispo¬ 
sition  of  the  legislative  business  of  the 
day  and  any  other  special  orderj!  here¬ 
tofore  entered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  frdm  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

PERMISSION  TO  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

ELECTIONS  TO  SIT  DURING'  SESSIONS 

OF  HOUSE 

Mr.  GAMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Elections  of  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration  may  on  Monday 
and  Tuesday  next  sit  during  general  de¬ 
bate  during  sessions  of  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  th^e  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection.  « 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mrs.  BOLTON  (at  tfxe  request  of  Mr. 
Halleck)  was  given  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  her  remarks  in  tJ?ie  Appendix  of  the 
Record  and  include  ftn  editorial. 

Mr.  ARENDS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  and  include  an 
editorial. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record 
and  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  POAGE  a^ked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  -own  remarks  in 
the  Appendix  of  the  Record  and  include 
a  proclamationjof  the  Governor  of  Texas. 

Mr.  PATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to/ extend  his  own  remarks 
ix  of  the  Record  in  three 
nces  and  include  certain 
id  excerpts. 


in  the  Apper 
separate  instj 
statements  A _ , _ 

Mr.  McdbRMACK  askfed  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record  and  in¬ 
clude  an  Article  written  by?  Robert  L. 
Norton  appearing  in  the  Boston  Post. 

Mr.  PMCE  of  Florida  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record  and  in¬ 
clude  abatement. 

Mr.  pURHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  and  include  an 
editorial.  y 

Mr*  HORAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  in  two  sepa¬ 
rate  instances  and  include  editorials  in 
each. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH  asked  and  was 
giVen  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
in  the  Appendix  and  include  excerpts 
from  the  Great  Globe  Itself. 

Mr.  REED  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  extend  my 
remarks  in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record 
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AN 


ACT 


To  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States,  with  the  Terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign 
countries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugars  and 
of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry; 
to  promote  the  export  trade  of  the  United  States;  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  JRepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Sugar  Act  of  1948”. 


4 


TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 


5  Sec.  101.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  except  title  V — 

6  (a)  The  term  “person”  means  an  individual,  partner- 


7  ship,  corporation,  or  association. 
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(b)  The  term  “sugars”  means  any  grade  or  type  of 
saccharine  product  derived  from  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets, 
which  contains  sucrose,  dextrose,  or  levulose. 

(c)  The  term  “sugar”  means  raw  sugar  or  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar. 

(d)  The  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are 
principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  are  to  be  fur¬ 
ther  refined  or  improved  in  quality,  and  any  sugars  which 
are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure,  but  which  are  to 
be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality  to  pro¬ 
duce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(e)  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means  any 
sugars  which  are  principally  of  crystalline  structure  and 
which  are  not  to  be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved 
in  quality. 

(f)  The  term  “liquid  sugar”  means  any  sugars  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice  produced  from  sugarcane  grown 
in  continental  United  States)  which  are  principally  not  of 
crystalline  structure  and  which  contain,  or  which  are  to 
be  used  for  the  production  of  any  sugars  principally  not 
of  crystalline  structure  which  contain,  soluble  nonsugar  solids 
(excluding  any  foreign  substances  that  may  have  been 
added  or  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to  6  per  centum 
or  less  of  the  total  soluble  solids. 
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(g)  Sugars  in  dry  amorphous  form  shall  be  considered 
to  be  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(h)  The  “raw  value”  of  any  quantity  of  sugars  means 
its  equivalent  in  terms  of  ordinary  commercial  raw  sugar 
testing  ninety-six  sugar  degress  by  the  polariscope,  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  regulations  to  be  issued  by  the 
Secretary.  The  principal  grades  and  types  of  sugar  and 
liquid  sugar  shall  be  translated  into  terms  of  raw  value  in 
the  following  manner: 

(1)  For  direct-consumption  sugar,  derived  from  sugar 
beets  and  testing  ninety-two  or  more  sugar  degrees  by  the 
polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof 

by  1.07; 

(2)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing 
ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying 
the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  0.93 ; 

(3)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing 
more  than  ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by 
multiplying  the  number  of  poimds  thereof  by  the  figure 
obtained  by  adding  to  0.93  the  result  of  multiplying  0.0175 
by  the  number  of  degrees  and  fractions  of  a  degree  of  polar¬ 
ization  above  ninety-two  degrees; 

(4)  For  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  testing  less  than  ninety- 
two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  dividing  the  num¬ 
ber  of  pounds  of  the  “total  sugar  content”  thereof  by  0.972. 
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1  (5)  The  Secretary  may  establish  rates  for  translating 

2  sugar  and  liquid  sugar  into  terms  of  raw  value  for  (a)  any 

3  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  not  provided  for  in 

4  the  foregoing  and  (h)  any  special  grade  or  type  of  sugar 

5  or  liquid  sugar  for  which  he  determines  that  the  raw  value 

6  cannot  be  measured  adequately  under  the  provisions  of  para- 

7  graphs  (1)  to  (4) ,  inclusive,  of  this  subsection  (h) . 

8  (i)  The  term  “total  sugar  content”  means  the  sum  of 

9  the  sucrose  (Olerget)  and  reducing  or  invert  sugars  con- 

10  tained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

11  (j)  The  term  “quota”,  depending  upon  the  context, 

12  means  ( 1 )  that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may 

13  be  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States, 

14  for  consumption  therein,  during  any  calendar  year,  from  the 

15  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  a 

16  foreign  country  or  group  of  foreign  countries;  (2)  that 

17  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets 

18  or  sugarcane  grown  in  the  continental  United  States  wdiich, 

19  during  any  calendar  year,  may  be  shipped,  transported,  or 

20  marketed  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  competition  with 

21  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in 

22  interstate  or  foreign  commerce;  or  (3)  that  quantity  of 

23  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be  marketed  in  the  Territory 

24  of  Hawaii  or  in  Puerto  Rico,  for  consumption  therein,  during 

25  any  calendar  year. 
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(k)  The  term  “producer”  means  a  person  who  is  the 
legal  owner,  at  the  time  of  harvest  or  abandonment,  of  a  por¬ 
tion  or  all  of  a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a 
farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(l)  The  terms  “including”  and  “include”  shall  not 

not  mentioned  but  otherwise 

within  the  meaning  of  the  term  defined. 

(m)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

TITLE  II— QUOTA  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each 
calendar  year,  beginning  with  the  calendar  year  1948,  the 
amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  continental  United  States;  such  determina¬ 
tions  shall  be  made  during  the  month  of  December  in  each 
year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year  (in  the  case  of  the 
calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  days  thereof)  and 
at  such  other  times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  deem  necessary  to  meet  such  requirements.  In 
making  such  determinations  the  Secretary  shall  use  as  a 
basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  distributed 
for  consumption,  as  indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  during  the  twelve-month  period 
ending  October  31  next  preceding  the  calendar  year  for 
which  the  determination  is  being  made,  and  shall  make 


be  deemed  to  exclude  anything 
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1  allowances  for  a  deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of 

2  sugar,  and  for  changes  in  consumption  because  of  changes 

3  in  population  and  demand  conditions,  as  computed  from 

4  statistics  published  by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government; 

5  and,  in  order  that  such  determinations  shall  he  made  so  as 

6  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those  engaged 

7  in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  providing  such  supply  of 

8  sugar  as  will  he  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  he  ex- 

9  cessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably 

10  maintain  and  protect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  in- 

11  dustry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any  such  determination, 

12  in  addition  to  the  consumption,  inventory,  population,  and 

13  demand  factors  above  specified  and  the  level  arid  trend  of 

14  consumer  purchasing  power,  shall  take  into  consideration 

15  the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 

16  sugar  that  would  result  from  such  determination  and  the 

17  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  as  compared  with 

18  the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 

19  sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States 

20  obtaining  during  1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price 

21  control  of  sugar  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’  Price  Index 

22  as  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  De- 

23  partment  of  Labor. 

24  Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  made,  pursuant 

25  to  section  201,  of  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the 
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requirements  of  consumers,  the  Secretary  shall  establish 
quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

(a)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  by  apportion¬ 
ing  among  such  areas  4,268,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  as 
follows : 


Area 

Domestic  beet  sugar. 
Mainland  cane  sugar 

Hawaii _ 

Puerto  Eico _ 

Virgin  Islands _ 


Short  tons,  raw  value 
___  1,800,000 
—  500, 000 

___  1,052,000 
___  910, 000 

6,  000 


(b)  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  the  amount 
of  nine  hundred  and  fifty- two  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  as 
specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946. 

(c)  For  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of 


the  Philippines,  by  prorating  among  such  areas  an  amount 
of  sugar,  raw  value,  equal  to  the  amount  determined  pursuant 
to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant 
to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  following 
basis : 


Area  Per  centum 

Cuba _ _ 98.64 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Kepublic 

of  the  Philippines _  1.  36 

The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  among 
such  countries  on  the  basis  of  the  division  of  the  quota  for 
such  countries  made  in  General  Sugar  Quota  Regulations. 
Series  4,  Number  1,  issued  December  12,  1936,  pursuant 
to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended. 
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(d)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this  title 
II,  in  the  event  the  quota  established  for  Cuba,  including  am^ 
and  all  deficits  allotted  or  prorated  to  Cuba  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  204  (a),  shall  he  a  smaller  proportion 
of  the  total  amount  of  sugar  which  the  Secretary  determines 
is  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the 
continental  United  States  pursuant  to  section  201  of  this  Act, 
than  the  quota  which  would  have  been  established  for  Cuba 
upon  such  consumptive  estimate  under  the  provisions  of 
section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  quotas  for 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas  established  pursuant  to  the 
other  provisions  of  this  title  II  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata 
by  such  amounts  as  are  required  to  establish  such  quota  for 
Cuba  and  the  amounts  by  which  such  domestic  sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  quotas  are  so  reduced  shall  he  added  to  the  quota 
for  Cuba. 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign 
country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  the  nationals 
of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry, 
and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  shall  have  au¬ 
thority  to  withhold  or  withdraw  any  increase  in  the  share 
of  the  domestic  consumption  requirements  provided  for 
such  country  by  this  Act,  as  compared  with  the  share 
allowed  under  section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937: 
Provided ,  That  any  amount  of  sugar  so  withheld  or  with- 
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drawn  shall  be  prorated  to  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of 
existing  quotas  for  such  areas  and  the  Secretary  shall  revise 
such  quotas  accordingly :  Provided  further,  That  any  portion 
of  such  amount  of  sugar  which  cannot  be  supplied  by 
domestic  areas  may  be  prorated  to  foreign  countries  other 
than  a  country  which  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  has  denied 
fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  nationals  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  203.  In  accordance  with  such  provisions  of  section 
201  as  he  deems  applicable,  the  Secretary  shall  also  deter¬ 
mine  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  consumers  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  and  in  Puerto  Rico, 
and  shall  establish  quotas  for  the  amounts  of  sugar  which 
may  be  marketed  for  local  consumption  in  such  areas  equal 
to  the  amounts  determined  to  be  needed  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  consumers  therein. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  from  time  to  time 
during  the  calendar  }'ear,  determine  whether,  in  view  of  the 
current  inventories  of  sugar,  the  estimated  production  from 
the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  planted,  the  normal 
marketings  within  a  calendar  year  of  new-crop  sugar,  and 
other  pertinent  factors,  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  or  Cuba,  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota 
for  such  area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area 
or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area  for 
H.  E.  4075 - 2 
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1  the  calendar  year  then  current,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for 

2  the  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar 

3  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to  the  other  such  areas  on 

4  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect:  Provided,  however, 

5  That  domestic  areas  shall  not  share  in  any  deficit  of  any  do- 

6  mestic  area  if  the  then  outstanding  determination  of  the  Sec- 

7  retary  made  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the  Act  is  less  than 

8  seven  million  short  tons,  raw  value.  If  the  Secretary  finds 

9  that  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  will  be  unable  to  market 

10  the  quota  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  then  current,  he 

11  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  Cuba  and  foreign  countries  other 

12  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  by  prorating 

13  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined,  as 

14  follows : 


To  Cuba _ : _ 95  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines _  5  per  centum 


15  Provided,  however,  That  whenever  the  quota  for  Cuba  estab- 

16  fished  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  other  than  section 

17  202  (d)  is  less  than  the  amount  required  by  the  provisions 

18  of  section  202  (d)  of  this  Act,  such  prorations  shall  be  as 

19  follows : 


To  Cuba -  98.  64  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines _  1.  36  per  centum 


20  Any  portion  of  such  Philippine  deficit  which  the  Secretary 

21  determines  cannot  be  supplied  by  Cuba  shall  be  prorated  to 
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foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines.  No  part  of  any  Philippine  deficit  so  prorated 
may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(b>  if,  on  the  1st  day  of  September  in  any  calendar 
year,  any  part  or  all  of  the  proration  to  any  foreign  country 
of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  established  under  the  provisions 
of  section  202  (c)  has  not  been  filled,  the  Secretary  may 
revise  the  proration  of  such  quota  among  such  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  by  allotting  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  such  unfilled 
proration  to  such  foreign  countries  as  have  filled  their 
prorations  of  such  quota  by  such  date. 

(c)  The  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  Cuba,  or  other  foreign  countries  as  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  shall  not  be  reduced 
by  reason  of  any  determination  of  a  deficit  existing  in  any 
calendar  year  under  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and 
(b)  of  this  section  204. 

(d)  Any  proration  among  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  on  such  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
allotment  of  any  quota,  or  proration  thereof,  established  for 
any  area  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  is  necessary 
to  assure  an  orderly  and  adequate  flow  of  sugar  or  liquid 
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1  sugar  in  the  channels  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or 

2  to  prevent  disorderly  marketing  or  importation  of  sugar  or 

3  liquid  sugar,  or  to  maintain  a  continuous  and  stable  supply 

4  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  afford  all  interested  persons 

5  an  equitable  opportunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 

I  .  1 

6  within  any  area’s  quota,  after  such  hearing  and  upon  such 

7  notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  he  shall  make  al- 

8  lotments  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof  by  allotting  to 

9  persons  who  market  or  import  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  for 

10  such  periods  as  he  may  designate,  the  quantities  of  sugar 

11  or  liquid  sugar  which  each  such  person  may  market  in 

12  continental  United  States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  or  Puerto 

13  Rico,  or  may  import  or  bring  into  continental  United  States, 

14  for  consumption  therein.  Allotments  shall  be  made  in  such 

15  manner  and  in  such  amounts  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient, 

10  and  equitable  distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof, 

17  by  taking  into  consideration  the  processings  of  sugar  or 

18  liquid  sugar  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  to  which  propor- 

19  tionate  shares,  determined  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 

20  subsection  (b)  of  section  302,  pertained;  the  past  market- 

21  bigs  or  importations  of  each  such  person;  and  the  ability 

22  of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that  portion  of  such 

23  quota  or  proration  thereof  allotted  to  him.  The  Secretary 

24  may  also,  upon  such  hearing  and  notice  as  he  may  by 
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regulations  prescribe,  revise  or  amend  any  sncn  allotment 
upon  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  allotment  was  made. 

(b)  An  appeal  may  be  taken,  in  the  manner  here¬ 
inafter  provided  from  any  decision  making  such  allotments, 
or  revisions  thereof,  to  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  in  any  of  the  following  cases: 

(1)  By  any  applicant  for  an  allotment  whose  applica¬ 
tion  shall  have  been  denied. 

( 2 )  By  any  person  aggrieved  by  reason  of  any  decision 
of  the  Secretary  granting  or  revising  any  allotment  made 
to  him. 

(c)  Such  appeal  shall  be  taken  by  filing  with  said  court, 
within  twenty  days  after  the  decision  complained  of  is  effec¬ 
tive,  notice  in  writing  of  said  appeal  and  a  statement  of  the 
reasons  therefor,  together  with  proof  of  service  of  a  true  copy 
of  said  notice  and  statement  upon  the  Secretary.  Unless  a 
later  date  is  specified  by  the  Secretary  as  part  of  his  decision, 
the  decision  complained  of  shall  be  considered  to  be  effective 
as  of  the  date  on  which  public  announcement  of  the  decision 
is  made  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washing¬ 
ton.  The  Secretary  shall  thereupon,  and  in  any  event  not 
later  than  ten  days  from  the  date  of  such  service  upon  him, 
mail  or  otherwise  deliver  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal  to 
each  person  shown  by  the  records  of  the  Secretary  to  be 
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1  interested  in  such  appeal  and  to  have  a  right  to  intervene 

2  therein  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  and  shall  at  all 

3  times  thereafter  permit  any  such  person  to  inspect  and  make 

4  copies  of  appellants’  reasons  for  said  appeal  at  the  office  of 

5  the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washington.  Within  thirty  days 

6  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  the  Secretary  shall  file  with  the 

7  court  the  originals  or  certified  copies  of  all  papers  and  evi- 

8  dence  presented  to  him  upon  the  hearing  involved,  a  like 

9  copy  of  his  decision  thereon,  a  full  statement  in  writing  of 

%  . 

10  the  facts  and  grounds  for  his  decisions  as  found  and  given 

11  by  him  and  a  list  of  all  interested  persons  to  whom  he  has 

12  mailed  or  otherwise  delivered  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal. 

13  (d)  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal 

14  any  interested  person  may  intervene  and  participate  in  the 

15  proceedings  had  upon  said  appeal  by  filing  with  the  court  a 
10  notice  of  intention  to  intervene  and  a  verified  statement 

17  showing  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  such  party  together 

18  with  proof  of  service  of  true  copies  of  said  notice  and  state- 

19  ment,  both  upon  the  appellant  and  upon  the  Secretary.  Any 

20  person  who  would  be  aggrieved  or  whose  interests  would 

21  be  adversely  affected  by  reversal  or  modification  of  the  de- 

22  cision  of  the  Secretary  complained  of  shall  he  considered  an 

23  interested  party. 

21  (e)  At  the  earliest  convenient  time  the  court  shall 

2*1  hear  and  determine  the  appeal  upon  the  record  before  it, 
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and  shall  have  power,  upon  such  record,  to  enter  a  judgment 
affirming  or  reversing  the  decision,  and  if  it  enters  an  order 
reversing  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  it  shall  remand  the 
case  to  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  the  judgment  of  the 
court:  Provided,  however,  That  the  review  by  the  court 
shall  be  limited  to  questions  of  law  and  that  findings  of  fact 
by  the  Secretary,  if  supported  by  substantial  evidence,  shall 
be  conclusive  unless  it  shall  clearly  appear  that  the  findings 
of  the  Secretary  are  arbitrary  or  capricious.  The  court’s 
judgment  shall  be  final,  subject,  however,  to  review  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  upon  writ  of  certiorari 
on  petition  therefor,  under  section  240  of  the  Judicial  Code, 

as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  28,  sec.  347),  by  appellant, 

\ 

by  the  Secretary,  or  by  any  interested  party  intervening  in 
the  appeal. 

(f)  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  enter  judgment 
for  costs  in  favor  of  or  against  an  appellant,  and  other 
interested  parties  intervening  in  said  appeal,  but  not  against 
the  Secretary,  depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  issues  in¬ 
volved  in  such  appeal  and  the  outcome  thereof. 

Sec.  206.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  207  and 
408  relating  to  the  suspension  of  quotas,  sugar  quotas  shall 
be  established  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  the  calendar  year  1948 
within  ten  days  after  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand 
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1  six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota 

2  for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar  year  may  he  filled  by  direct- 

3  consumption  sugar. 

4  (b)  Not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thou- 

5  sand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for 

6  Puerto  Rico  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-  * 

t 

7  consumption  sugar. 

8  (c)  None  of  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands  for  any 

9  calendar  year  ma}^  he  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

10  (d)  Not  more  than  fifty-six  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar 

11  of  the  quota  for  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  for  any 

12  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar 

13  as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of 
II  1946. 

15  (e)  Not  more  than  three  hundred  and  seventy-five 

16  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Cuba  for 

17  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

13  (f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the 

19  quotas  established  under  section  203  for  marketing  for  local 

20  consumption  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico. 

21  (g)  The  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas 

22  established  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  the  enforcement 

23  provisions  of  title  II  applicable  thereto,  shall  continue  in 

24  effect  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  pursuant  to  the 
2b  provisions  of  section  408  of  this  Act  unless  the  President 
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1  acting  thereunder  specifically  finds  and  proclaims  that  a 

2  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect 

3  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  requires  the  suspension  of 

4  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas. 

5  Sec.  208.  Quotas  for  liquid  sugar  for  foreign  countries 

6  for  each  calendar  year  are  hereby  established  as  follows: 

In  terms  of  wine  gallons  of 

Country  72%  total  sugar  content 

Cuba _  7,  970,  558 

Dominican  Republic - .. _  830,  894 

Other  foreign  countries _  0 

7  Sec.  209.  All  persons  are  hereby  prohibited — 

8  (a)  From  bringing  or  importing  into  the  continental 

9  United  States  from  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Pico, 

10  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  foreign  countries,  (1)  any  sugar  or 

11  liquid  sugar  after  the  applicable  quota,  or  the  proration  of 

12  any  such  quota,  has  been  filled,  or  (2)  any  direct-con- 

13  sumption  sugar  after  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  any 

14  such  quota  has  been  filled ; 

15  (b)  From  shipping,  transporting,  or  marketing  in  in- 
%16  terstate  commerce,  or  in  competition  with  sugar  or  liquid 

17  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  or 

18  foreign  commerce,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from 

19  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  either  the  domestic-beet- 

20  sugar  area  or  the  mainland  cane-sugar  area  after  the  quota 

21  for  such  area  has  been  filled; 

22  (c)  From  marketing  in  either  the  Territory  of  Hawaii 
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1  or  Puerto  Eico,  for  consumption  therein,  any  sugar  or  liquid 

2  sugar  after  the  quota  therefor  has  been  filled; 

3  (d)  Prom  exceeding  allotments  of  any  quota,  direct- 

4  consumption  portion  of  any  quota,  or  proration  of  any 

5  quota,  made  to  them  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

6  Sec.  210.  (a)  The  determinations  provided  for  in  sec- 

7  tions  201  and  203,  and  all  quotas,  prorations,  and  allot- 

8  ments,  except  quotas  established  pursuant  to  the  provisions 

9  of  section  208,  shall  be  made  or  established  in  terms  of  raw 

10  value. 

11  (b)  Por  the  purposes  of  this  title,  liquid  sugar,  except 

12  that  imported  from  foreign  countries,  shall  be  included  with 

13  sugar  in  making  the  determinations  provided  for  in  sec- 

14  tions  201  and  203  and  in  the  establishment  or  revision  of 

15  quotas,  prorations,  and  allotments. 

16  Sec.  211.  (a)  The  raw-value  equivalent  of  any  sugar 

17  or  liquid  sugar  in  any  form,  including  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 

18  in  manufactured  products,  exported  from  the  continental 

19  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  section  313  of  the 

20  Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  be  credited  against  any  charges 

21  which  shall  have  been  made  in  respect  to  the  applicable 

22  quota  or  proration  for  the  country  of  origin.  The  country 

23  of  origin  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  respect  to  which  any 

24  credit  shall  be  established  shall  be  that  country  in  respect 

25  to  importation  from  which  draw-back  of  the  exported  sugar 
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or  liquid  sugar  has  been  claimed.  Sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
entered  into  the  continental  United  States  under  an  appli¬ 
cable  bond  established  pursuant  to  orders  or  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  express  purpose  of  subse¬ 
quently  exporting  the  equivalent  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  as  such,  or  in  manufactured  articles,  shall  not  be 
charged  against  the  applicable  quota  or  proration  for  the 
country  of  origin. 

(b)  Exportation  within  the  meaning  of  sections  309 
and  313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  be  considered  to  be 
exportation  within  the  meaning  of  this  section. 

(c)  The  quota  established  for  any  domestic  sugar- 
producing  area  may  be  filled  only  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  such  area: 
Provided,  however,  That  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  admitted 
free  of  duty  from  the  Virgin  Islands  under  the  Act  of  Con¬ 
gress,  approved  March  3,  1917  (39  Stat.  1133),  may  be 
admitted  within  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Sec.  212.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  apply  to 

(1)  the  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year; 

(2)  the  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year 
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1  for  religious,  sacramental,  educational,  or  experimental  pur- 

2  poses;  ( 3 )  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  coun- 

3  try,  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 

4  in  individual  sealed  containers  of  such  capacity  as  the  Secre- 

5  tary  may  determine,  not  in  excess  of  one  and  one-tenth 

6  gallons  each;  or  (4)  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported, 

7  brought  into,  or  produced  or  manufactured  in  the  United 

8  States  for  the  distillation  of  alcohol,  or  for  livestock  feed, 

9  or  for  the  production  of  livestock  feed. 

10  TITLE  III— CONDITIONAL-PAYMENT 

11  PROVISIONS 

l 

12  Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  pay- 

13  ments  on  the  following  conditions  with  respect  to  sugar  or 

14  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  the  sugar  beets 

15  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar 

16  or  liquid  sugar : 

U  (a)  That  no  child  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  shall 

18  have  been  employed  or  permitted  to  work  on  the  farm, 

19  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  person,  in  the 

20  production,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  a  crop  of  sugar 

21  beets  or  sugarcane  with  respect-  to  which  application  for 

22  payment  is  made,  except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family 

23  of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40 

24  per  centum  of  the  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  per- 

25  formed;  and  that  no  child  between  the  ages  of  fourteen  and 
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sixteen  years  shall  have  been  employed  or  permitted  to  do 
such  work,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  per¬ 
son,  for  a  longer  period  than  eight  hours  in  any  one  day, 
except  a  member  of  the  immediate  famity  of  a  person  who 
was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40  per  centum  of  the 
crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  performed.  The  Secretary 
is  authorized  to  make  payments,  notwithstanding  a  failure 
to  comply  with  the  conditions  provided  in  this  subsection, 
but  the  payments  made  with  respect  to  any  crop  shall  be 
subject  to  a  deduction  of  $10  for  each  child  for  each  day, 
or  a  portion  of  a  day,  during  which  such  child  was  employed 
or  permitted  to  work  contrary  to  the  foregoing  provisions 
of  this  subsection. 

(b)  That  there  shall  not  have  been  marketed  (or 
processed)  an  amount  (in  terms  of  planted  acreage,  weight, 
or  recoverable  sugar  content)  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for  the  production  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  to  be  marketed  in,  or  so  as  to  compete  with  or 
otherwise  directly  affect  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  in 
excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302, 
of  the  total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to 
be  processed  to  enable  the  area  in  which  such  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  are  produced  to  meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a 
normal  carry-over  inventory)  as  estimated  by  the  Secretary 


1  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which  the  larger 

2  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop  normally 

3  would  be  marketed. 

4  (c)  (1)  That  all  persons  employed  on  the  farm  in  the 

5  production,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  sugar  beets  or 

6  sugarcane  with  respect  to  which  an  application  for  payment 
^  is  made  shall  have  been  paid  in  full  for  all  such  work,  and 

8  shall  have  been  paid  wages  therefor  at  rates  not  less  than 

9  those  that  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 

10  reasonable  after  investigation  and  due  notice  and  opportunity 

11  for  public  hearing;  and  in  making  such  determinations  the 

12  Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  standards  therefor 
19  formerly  established  by  him  under  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

14  ment  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  differences  in  conditions 

15  among  various  producing  areas:  Provided,  however,  That 

10  a  payment  which  would  be  payable  except  for  the  foregoing 

11  provisions  of  this  subparagraph  may  he  made,  as  the  Secre- 
10  tary  may  determine,  in  such  manner  that  the  laborer  will 
19  receive  an  amount,  insofar  as  such  payment  will  suffice, 
29  equal  to  the  amount*  of  the  accrued  unpaid  wages  for  such 

21  work,  and  that  the  producer  will  receive  the  remainder,  if 

22  any,  of  such  payment. 

29  (2)  That  the  producer  on  the  farm  who  is  also,  directly 

24  or  indirectly  a  processor  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  as  may 

25  he  determined  b}'  the  Secretary  shall  have  paid,  or  con- 
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r-  . 

tracted  to  pay  under  either  purchase  or  toll  agreements, 
for  any  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  hy  other  producers 
and  processed  by  him  at  rates  not  less  than  those  that  may 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
after  investigation  and  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  public 
hearing.  v;;::,  mruum-i  *  1 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
with  respect  to  which  payment  may  be  made  shall  be  the 
amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  from  the  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  marketed  ( or  processed  hy 
the  producer)  not  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the 
farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  quantity  of 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  required  to  be  processed  to  enable  the  producing  area 
in  which  the  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  is  grown  to 
meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory) 
estimated  by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year 
during  which  the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from 
such  crop  normally  would  he  marketed. 

(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary  may  take  into  consideration 
the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
marketed  (or  processed)  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  and  the  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugar- 
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cane,  and  the  Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect 
the  interests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the 
interests  of  producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants, 
adherent  planters,  or  share  croppers. 

(c)  Payments  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  sugar  beets 
and  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  commencing  with  the  crop 
year  1948. 

Sec.  303.  In  addition  to  the  amount- of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  with  respect  to  which  payments  are  authorized  under 
subsection  (a)  of  section  302,  the  Secretary  is  also  author¬ 
ized  to  make  payments,  on  the  conditions  provided  in  section 
301,  with  respect  to  bona  fide  abandonment  of  planted  acre¬ 
age  and  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage,  resulting  from 
drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze,  disease,  or  insects,  which  cause 
such  damage  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  crop  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  in  the  same  factory  district  (as  established 
by  the  Secretary ) ,  county,  parish,  municipality,  or  local  pro¬ 
ducing  area,  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary,  on  the  following  quantities  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar :  ( 1 )  With  respect  to  such  bona  fide  abandon¬ 
ment  of  each  planted  acre  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  one- 
third  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recoverable  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  per  acre  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary;  and  (2)  with  respect  to  such  crop  deficiencies  of 
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harvested  acreage  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  the  excess  of 
80  per  centum  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recover¬ 
able  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  for  such  acreage  for  the  farm,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  over  the  actual  yield. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  The  amount  of  the  base  rate  of  payment 
shall  be  80  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar,  raw  value. 

(b)  All  payments  shall  be  calculated  with  respect  to 
a  farm  which,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  shall  be  a  farm¬ 
ing  unit  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary,  and  in  making  such  determinations,  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  use  of  common 
work  stock,  equipment,  labor,  management,  and  other  per¬ 
tinent  factors. 

(c)  The  total  payment  with  respect  to  a  farm  shall  be 
the  product  of  the  base  rate  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  multiplied  by  the  amount  of  sugar  and  liquid 
sugar,  raw  value,  with  respect  to  which  payment  is  to  be 
made,  except  that  reduction  shall  be  made  from  such  total 
payment  in  accordance  with  the  following  scale  of  reductions : 


That  portion  of  the  quantity  of 
sugar  and  liquid  sugar  which  is 
included  within  the  following  in¬ 
tervals  of  short  tons,  raw  value 

350  to  700 _ _ 

700  to  1,000 _ 

1,000  to  1,500 _ 

1,500  to  3,000 _ 

3,000  to  6,000 _ 

6,000  to  12,000 _ 

12,000  to  30,000 _ 

More  than  30,000 _ 


Reduction  in  the  base  rate 
of  payment  per  hundred¬ 
weight  of  such  portion 

_ $0.05 

_  .10 

_  .20 

_  .25 

_  .275 

_  .30 

_  .  325 

_  .50 
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1  (d)  Application  for  pajonent  shall  be  made  by,  and 

2  payments  shall  be  made  to,  the  producer  or,  in  the  event 

3  of  his  death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency,  his  legal 

4  representative,  or  heirs:  Provided,  however,  That  all  pro- 

5  ducers  on  the  farm  shall  signify  in  the  application  for  pay- 

6  ment  the  percentage  of  the  total  payment  with  respect  to 

7  the  farm  to  be  made  to  each  producer:  And  provided  further, 

8  That  payments  may  be  made,  (1)  in  the  event  of  the 

9  death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency  of  a  producer,  to 

10  such  beneficiary  as  the  producer  may  designate  in  the 

11  application  for  payment;  (2)  to  one  producer  of  a  group  of 

12  two  or  more  producers,  provided  all  producers  on  the  farm 

13  designate  such  producer  in  the  application  for  payment  as 

14  sole  recipient  for  their  benefit  of  the  payment  with  respect 

15  to  the  farm;  or  (3)  to  a  person  who  is  not  a  producer,  pro- 

16  vided  such  person  controls  the  land  included  within  the 

17  farm  with  respect  to  which  the  application  for  payment  is 

18  made  and  is  designated  by  the  sole  producer  (or  all  pro- 

19  ducers)  on  the  farm,  as  sole  recipient  for  his  or  their  benefit, 

20  of  the  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm. 

21  Sec.  305.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  titles  II 

22  and  III  of  this  Act,  the  Secretarv  is  authorized  to  utilize 

23  local  committees  of  sugar  beet  or  sugarcane  producers,  State 

24  and  county  agricultural  conservation  committees,  or  the 

25  Agricultural  Extension  Service  and  other  agencies,  and  the 
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1  Secretary  may  prescribe  that  all  or  a  part  of  the  expenses  of 

2  such  committees  may  be  deducted  from  the  payments  herein 

3  authorized. 

4  Sec.  306.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis  for  any  pay- 

5  ment,  or  the  amount  thereof  authorized  to  be  made  under 

6  this  title,  officially  determined  in  conformity  with  rules  or 

7  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  reviewable 

8  only  by  the  Secretary,  and  his  determinations  with  respect 

9  thereto  shall  be  final  and  conclusive. 

10  Sec.  307.  This  title  shall  apply  to  the  continental  United 

1 1  States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
13  Virgin  Islands. 

13  TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

14  Sec.  401.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 

15  may  make  such  expenditures  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry 

16  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  including  personal  services 

17  and  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere. 

18  Sec.  402.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 

19  priated  for  each  fiscal  year  for  the  purposes  and  administra- 

20  tion  of  this  Act  the  funds  necessary  to  make  the  payments 

21  provided  for  in  title  III  of  this  Act  and  such  other  amounts 

22  as  the  Congress  determines  to  be  necessary  for  such  fiscal 

23  year  to  carry  out  the  other  provisions  of  the  Act. 

24  (b)  All  funds  available  for  carrying  out  this  Act  shall 

25  be  available  for  allotment  to  the  bureaus  and  offices  of  the 
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1  Department  of  Agriculture  and  for  transfer  to  such  other 

2  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  as  the  Secretary  may 

3  request  to  cooperate  or  assist  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 

4  ,of  this  Act. 

5  (c)  The  funds  made  available  for  the  purpose  of 

6  enabling  the  Secretary  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 

7  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal 

8  year  1948  are  also  hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary 

9  for  purposes  of  administration  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act 

10  during  the  fiscal  year  1948. 

11  Sec.  403.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such 

12  orders  or  regulations,  which  shall  have  the  force  and  effect 

13  of  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  powers  vested 

14  in  him  by  this  Act.  Any  person  knowingly  violating  any 

15  order  or  regulation  of  the  Secretary  issued  pursuant  to  this 

16  Act  shall,  upon  conviction,  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more 

17  than  $100  for  each  such  violation. 

18  (b)  Each  determination  issued  by  the  Secretary  in  con- 

19  nection  with  quotas  and  deficits  under  title  II  or  payments 

20  under  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  promptly  published  in  the 

21  Federal  Kegister  and  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  statement 

22  of  the  bases  and  considerations  upon  which  such  determina- 

23  tion  was  made.  7 

24  Sec.  404.  The  several  district  courts  of  the  United 

25  States  are  hereby  vested  with  jurisdiction  specifically  to  en- 
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force,  and  to  prevent  and  restrain  any  person  from  violating, 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  or  of  any  order  or  regulation  made 
or  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act.  If  and  when  the  Secretary 
shall  so  request,  it  shall  he  the  duty  of  the  several  district 
attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their  respective  districts, 
to  institute  proceedings  to  enforce  the  remedies  and  to  collect 
the  penalties  and  forfeitures  provided  for  in  this  Act.  The 
remedies  provided  for  in  this  Act  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and 
not  exclusive  of,  any  of  the  remedies  or  penalties  existing  at 
law  or  in  equity. 

Sec.  405.  Any  person  who  knowingly  violates,  or  at¬ 
tempts  to  violate,  or  who  knowingly  participates  or  aids 
in  the  violation  of,  any  of  the  provisions  of  section  209,  or 
any  person  who  brings  or  imports  into  the  continental  United 
States  direct-consumption  sugar  after  the  quantities  specified 
in  section  207  have  been  filled,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United 
States  the  sum  equal  to  ,three  times  the  market  value,  at 
the  time  of  the  commission  of  any  such  act,  (a)  of  that 
quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  by  which  any  quota,  pro¬ 
ration,  or  allotment  is  exceeded,  or  (b)  of  that  quantity 
brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States  after 
the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  which 
forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  All  persons  engaged  in  the  manufacturing, 
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marketing,  or  transportation  or  industrial  use  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  and  having  information  which  the  Secretary 
deems  necessary  to  enable  him  to  administer  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  shall,  upon  the  request  of  the  Secretar}q  fur¬ 
nish  him  with  such  information.  Any  person  willfully  fail¬ 
ing  or  refusing  to  furnish  such  information  or  furnishing 
willfully  any  false  information,  shall  upon  conviction  be 
subject  to  a  penalty  of  not  more  than  $1,000  for  each  such 
violation. 

Sec.  407.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in  any  official 
capacity  in  the  administration  of  this  Act,  invest  or  speculate 
in  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  contracts  relating  thereto,  or  the 
stock  or  membership  interests  of  any  association  or  corpora¬ 
tion  engaged  in  the  production  or  manufacturing  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar.  An}^  person  violating  this  section  shall 
upon  conviction  thereof  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

Sec.  408.  Whenever  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  the  President  finds  and  proclaims  that  a  national  eco¬ 
nomic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  he  shall  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation, 
except  as  provided  in  section  207  of  this  Act,  of  all  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  II  above,  and,  thereafter,  the  operation  of  such 
title  shall  continue  in  suspense  until  the  President  finds  and 
proclaims  that  the  facts  which  occasioned  such  suspension  no 
longer  exist.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  investigations 
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and  reports  thereon  to  the  President  as  may  be  necessary  to 
aid  him  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  409.  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
action  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  Act, 
he  is  authorized,  if  first  requested  by  persons  constituting 
or  representing  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  persons 
affected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar-producing 
areas,  to  make  for  such  area  surveys  and  investigations  to 
the  extent  he  deems  necessary,  including  the  holding  of  public 
hearings,  and  to  make  recommendations  with  respect  to  (a) 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  the  producers 
and  processors  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area  and 
(b)  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  laborers 
and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area.  In 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  information  shall 
not  be  made  public  with  respect  to  the  individual  operations 
of  any  processor,  producer,  or  laborer. 

Sec.  410.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  conduct  sur- 
ve}^s,  investigations,  and  research  relating  to  the  conditions 
and  factors  affecting  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  Act  and  for  the  benefit  of 
agriculture  generally  in  any  area.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  existing  law,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make 
public  such  information  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 
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1  Sec.  411.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under 

2  this  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1952,  except 

3  that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 

4  title  III  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1952  and 

5  previous  crop  years. 

6  Sec.  412.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  where  an 

7  earlier  effective  date  is  provided  for  herein,  shall  become 

8  effective  January  1,  1948.  As  provided  in  section  513  of 

9  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary 
19  under  that  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1947,  except 

11  that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 

12  title  III  of  that  Act  under  programs  thereunder  applicable 
12  to  the  crop  year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 

14  TITLE  V— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  INTEENAL 

15  EEVENUE  CODE 

19  Sec.  501.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3507  of  the 

11  Internal  Eevenue  Code  (relating  to  the  definition  of  “manu- 

12  factured  sugar”)  is  amended  by  inserting  in  the  parenthesis 

19  after  the  word  “added”  therein  the  following:  “or  developed 

20  in  the  product”. 

21  (b)  Section  3508  of  the  Internal  Eevenue  Code  (relat- 

22  ing  to  termination  of  taxes)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

23  “SEC.  3508.  TERMINATION  OF  TAXES. 

24  “No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  on  the 

25  manufacture,  use,  or  importation  of  sugar  or  articles  com- 
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posed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  after  June  30,  1953.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  3490  or  3500,  no  tax 
Shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  with  respect  to  unsold 
sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  on  June  30,  1953,  or  with 
respect  to  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar 
held  in  customs  custody  or  control  on  such  date. 

With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief 
value  of  sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed  under  section  3500 
has  been  paid  and  which,  on  June  30,  1953,  are  held  by  the 
importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other  disposition,  there 
shall  be  refunded  (without  interest)  to  such  importer,  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  regulations  as  may  he  prescribed  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Customs  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar 
or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar.” 

(c)  The  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
provided  for  in  this  section  shall  become  effective-  upon  the 
first  day  of  the  second  month  following  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  11,  1947. 

Attest :  JOHN  ANDREWS, 

Clerk. 
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lU.  SUGAR.  The  Finance  Connittoo  reported  with  an  amendment  H.R.  4(375,  the  proposed 
Sugar  Act  of  1943,  which  amends  and  extends  the  1937  act  (S.Rept.  573)  (p.9291). 
The  Daily  Digest  states  that  the  amendment  is  "relative  to  fair  wage  scale  and 
employment  of  minors  (to  carry  out  intent1 of  S.  1534) "  (p.  D553) . 
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15*  NATIONAL  FORESTS.  Passed  over  on  the  objection  of  Sen.  Ranger,  IT. Dak • ,  S,J0Ros. 
113,  to  authorize  the  sale  of  timber  on  the  Tongass  National  Forest,  Alaska, 
in  such  a  way  as  to  facilitate  pulp  production  in  view  of  the  aboriginal  claims 
of  Indians  (p*  9310).  Sen.  Cain,  Wash.,  inserted  a  Seattle  Times  article,  /' 
"Congress  Action  How  Vital  if  Alaska. is  to  Get  Pulp  Industry"  (p.  9310). 


l6.  STATISTICS.  Passed. with  amendments  S.  1497,.  to  direct  the  Census  Bureau  W*' col¬ 
lect^  collate,  and  , publish  various  statistics' on  oilseeds  in  addition  tar  those 
on  cottonseed  and  cottonseed. products  presently  published;  and  expand/- report¬ 
ing  to  include  production,  stocks,  and  shipments  of  oilseed  meals  ana  other 
primary  oilseed  products  (po.  9307“8). 


17.  PERSONNEL;  TRAiCTORTAT'I ON ;  Parsed  without  amendment  H.R.  137,  authorize 

transportation  fpr  U.S,  civilian  employees- stationed  in  Alaska  on  airplanes  of 
the  Army  transport  service  (p.  930l).  This  bill  will  now  b^  sent  to  the  Resident, 


IS.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Son* Mahoney,  Wyo.,  dis  cussed  the  status  of  the  major  appro¬ 
priation. bills,  criticising  the  delay  in  getting  the  .bills  through  Congress, 
and  stating,  "It.  is.  due  tKthe  fe.ct  that  the  bills  -  hyve  not  passed,  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  time  foS^tho  Senate  committee' give  any  consideration  to 
them"  (ppi  93lll-6). 


19.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Lodge,  Mass.,  clr^cussed  the  iuvil  service  efficiency- rating  sys¬ 
tem  and  its  relation  to  retentionNsf  employees  and  stated  "I  believe  that  imme¬ 
diate  revision  of  the  present  regulXiioryxoncorning  the  priority  of  non-veteran 
retention,  supplemented  by  a  tho rough- ^yfcrhaul  of  personnel  evaluation  tech¬ 
niques,  will  do  much  to  insure  that  o*ir executive  branch  is  populated  with  men 
and  women  of  real  ability"  (pp,  931#“2l) 


20.  LIVESTOCK  SUBSIDIES.  The  Banking  and  Cur  roncX  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
S,  1429,  to  authorize  retroactive  subsidies  tc^xertain  livestock  slaughterers 
who  became  eligible  under  a /regulation  effect iveSJuly  23,  19^5,  changing  the 
definition  of  a.  non-pro  ceasing  slaughterer  (S.RepX  57^)  (p*  9291  )• 


21.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Peppej%  Fla.,  criticized  the  discontinuing  of  the  migratory 
farm-labor  program  Gy.  93^0  • 


22.  LANDS.  Passed  as. .Reported  S.  1363,  to  increase  the  size 'of  isolated  or  discon¬ 
nected  tracts  or  marcels  of  the  public  domain  which  may -be  said  (p*  SJtOl)  • 


23.  ROADS.  Receded  from  the  Interior  department  a  proposed  bill  to  extend  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aid  Road  Act  to  Alaska  and  to  transfer  certain  functions  of  £l\p  Interior 
demartr^ynt  to  the  Public  Roads  Administration;  to  Public  Works  Committee  (p. 

-  .  9291), 


24,  PRICES.  The  Banking  n.nd  Currency  Committee'  approved  (but  did  not  actual lyN^e- 
art)  S.Con.  Res.  19>  to  establish  a  joint  committee  to  investigate  prices 
consumer  goods  (p.  D552) . 


IlFC;  VETERANS 1  BENEFITS.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  approved  (but  did 
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'{lo t  actually  report)  Sr  1543*  to  restore  to  RFC  Act  certain  provisions  concern¬ 
ing  G-I  loans  (p*  D552)* 

SILLS  INTRODUCED 


26*  FARM  LABOR*  H.R*  4254,  by  Repo  Bramblett ,  Calif ,,  providing  for  the  di^fiosition 
of  farn-laRor  camps  to  public  or  senipublic  agencies  or  nonprofit  associations 
of  farmers.  \To  .Agriculture  Committee,  (p.  9^00.) 


ZJo  R.F.C.;  VETERANS^RENEFITS.  H.R.  4249,  "by  Rep.  Bryson,  S.C.,  amending  the  Recon¬ 
struction  FinanceSCorp oration  Act  in  order  to  authorize  the  purchase  "by  RFC  of 
loans  which  are  .gua^a.nteed  or  insured  under  the  Gl  Bill.  TpeaBanking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee.  (p®\9400.) 


2S.  HOUSING.  HsCqei,>  Ross  t  lo4b*by  Rep^  Wolcott,  Mich.,  to  establish  a  joint  con¬ 
gressional  committee  to  beN^nown  as  the  Joint  Comnit^ee  on  Housing.  To  Rules 
Committee,  (p.  9^01.) 


29,  VETERANS’  EMPLOYMENT.  S.  1652,  V  Sen.  Bridges , ,.4. H. .  (for  himself  and  others),  || 
to  promote  maximum  employment,  business  opporjtrunitics ,  and  careers  for  veterans 
in  a  free  competitive  economy*  To  l£bor  an^r  Public  Welfare  Committee,  (p.9292,) 
Remarks  of  author  (pp.  9321-31)° 


ITEMS  IN 


NDIX 


30.  SOIL  CONSERVATION;  FERTILIZERS.  Ex^6nsion  oiSrenarlcs  of  Rep*  Murray,  Wis.,  on 
the  importance  of  soil  conservation  programs,  ^d  including  and  discussing  tab¬ 
ulation  of  soil  conservation  appropriations  sin^e  1934  (pp*  A3S03-4);  and -in¬ 
serting  and  discussing  tabulations  of  fertilizers\jised  under  this  program  (pp, 
A3S2S-30).  -a 

Rep.  Stigler,  Okla. , /Inserted  Hugh  H.  Bennett '  sTjfcishington  Evening  Star 
article,  "The  Band  is  Out  Sustenance — Erosion  has  Damaged  More  Than  Half  of 
Cur  Farmland  and  Threatens  World's  Food  Supply"  (pp,  A3Sn5-S)« 


31 5  MONOPOLIES.  Speeclyin  the  House  “by  Rep.  Kefauver,  Term.,  urging  that  "big  busi¬ 
ness  monopolies  kc  curbed  (pp*  A3SO^y7)» 


32*  "  -jSEARCH.  Speech  in  the 'House  by  Rep o  Gross,  Pa. ,  favoring  creetf^i  of  a  Nat¬ 
ional  Science  Foundation  (pp;  A3SU-2)  0 


33»  FOREIGN  JilfeLIEF.  Repc  Arnold,  Mo.,  inserted  a  Wall  Street  Journal  edito^.al  on 
the  np'ed  for  aid  to  foreign  countries  (pp.  A3SI2-3) « 


34.  FLp^D  CONTROL.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Burleson  (Tex, )  and  Rep*  Fisher 
?ex.)  favoring  the  President's  flood-control  planand  calling  attention  to 
-need  for  floo decontrol  work  in  sections  other  than  the  MiSSo  and  Mo.  valleys 
(pp*  A3S14,  A3S15), 


35®  EMPLOYEES'  LOYALTY.  Rep.  Buchanan,  Pp,* ,  inserted  a  N,  Y.  Tines  editorial  oppos¬ 
ing  the  Federal  Employees'  Loyalty  Act  (n.  A3gl7)„ 

-  ..........  ....  ..  mi  I _ •...»•  -  f  ■  i-n-'iriv-ir-  ■  -  f  J.  .1  -■ - , - 


36,  SUGAR  IMPORTS,  Rep.  Wiechel,  Ohio,  inserted  an  Alvado,  Ohio,  resolution  urging 


an  investigation  as  to  why  sufficient  sugar  is  not  being  imported  into  the  U.S« 
from  sugar-producing  countries  to  remove  all  rationing  (p,  A3SIS) » 

A  *  «   3 


3  ( «  EC01 ! OUT 0'~RBfiGRT * —  .Rep^^Co lner ,  M is s • ,  inserted  Mpr ip n  D ,  Ful  imnT  1  f~  ij  i*  st- 

J". ..  a— — arri fT'--r-l It  ions ,  favoring  particularly  consid- 
UTafTon  of  -parity  prices  by  the  Joint  S. . -emir  a 
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July  17  (legislative  day,  July  16),  1947. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Millikin,  from  the  Committee  on  Finance,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  4075] 

• 

The  Committee  on  Finance,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (II.  R. 
4075)  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States,  with  the  Terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign  countries; 
to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugais  and  of  those  engaged  in 
the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry;  to  promote  the  export  trade 
of  the  United  States;  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the 
same,  report  thereon  with  an  amendment  and,  as  amended,  recom¬ 
mend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  committee  amendment  inserts,  on  page  23,  between  lines  6  and 
7,  a  new  paragraph  as  follows: 

(3)  Subparagraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  (c)  shall  apply,  and  the 
I  Secretary  shall  make  determinations  thereunder,  with  respect  to  any  domestic 
sugar  producing  area  only  (i)  if  producers  in  such  area,  who  are  also  processors, 
produce  in  excess  of  five  per  centum  of  the  total  production  of  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  in  such  area,  and  also  (ii)  if  request  for  such  determinations  is  first 
made  by  persons  constituting,  or  representing  a  substantial  proportion  of  the 
producers,  processors,  or  laborers  in  such  area  who  would  be  affected  by  such 
determinations:  Provided,  however,  That  in  the  case  of  the  mainland  cane  sugar 
area,  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  (c)  shall  apply  separately  to  the  States  of 
Florida  and  Louisiana. 

Section  301  (c)  of  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  House  would  continue 
the-  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  condition  payments  to  producers 
upon  compliance  with  fair  wage  and  price  determinations  as  now 
provided  for  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  The  committee  amendment 
would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  issue  such  determinations  in  any 
area  only  (1)  if  producers  therein,  who  were  also  processors,  produce 
in  excess  of  5  percent  of  the  total  production  of  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  in  such  area  and,  also,  (2)  if  request  for  such  determinations 
with  respect  to  any  particular  crop  is  first  made  by  persons  consti¬ 
tuting  or  representing  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  proudcers,  pro- 
1  cessors,  or  laborers  in  such  area  who  would  be  affected  by  such  clctcr- 
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minations.  The  practical  effect  of  this  amendment  would  be  to  pre¬ 
clude  the  determination  of  fair  wages  and  prices  as  conditions  for 
payment  to  sugar  beet  growers.  The  committee  feels  that  competi¬ 
tion  among  processors  and  of  alternative  crops  and  the  prevalence  of 
family  sized  farms  competing  for  labor  create  such  a  competitive 
situation  as  to  make  such  determinations  unnecessary  in  the  beet 
sugar  area.  The  amendment  would  also  require  the  Secretary  to 
exercise  his  authority  therein  separately  to  the  States  of  Louisiana 
and  Florida. 

An  explanation  of  the  remaining  provisions  of  the  bill,  together 
with  supporting  reasons,  are  set  forth  in  the  House  report  which  is 
set  out  below. 


[H.  Kept.  796,  80th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

The  accompanying  bill  would,  in  effect,  reenact  with  certain  changes  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  which  would  otherwise  terminate  on  December  31,  1947. 
This  bill,  except  where  otherwise  provided,  would  become  effective  January  1, 
1948,  and  continue  in  effect  for  a  period  of  5  years  ending  December  31,  1952. 
The  tax  with  respect  to  sugar,  originally  provided  for  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937 
and  now  included  as  a  part  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  would  also  be  extended 
for  a  period  of  5  years  to  July  1,  1953.  Like  its  predecessors,  the  Jones-Costigan 
Sugar  Act  of  1934  and  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  bill  has  as  its  primary  objective 
the  stabi.ization  of  the  sugar  producing,  refining,  and  importing  industries.  This 
over-all  objective  would  be  effectuated  through  the  establishment  and  use  of 
quotas  under  which  the  United  States  market  would  be  divided  among  the  various  i 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas  and  certain  foreign-sugar-producing  areas  which 
have  historically  supplied  the  domestic  market.  As  a  means  of  implementing 
the  sugar  quotas  authorized  to  be  established,  provision  is  made  for  making  pay¬ 
ments  to  domestic  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane.  A  further  imple¬ 
menting  provision  is  the  continuation  of  the  excise  tax  on  sugar  manufactured  in  ] 
the  United  States  which  is  designed  to  provide  sufficient  revenue  to  equal  the 
amount  of  the  payments  made  to  producers.  In  administering  the  provisions  of 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  and  in  the  establishment  of  quotas  thereunder,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  subject  to  the  over-all  mandate  of  protecting  the  welfare  of  con¬ 
sumers  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  assuring  a  supply 
of  sugar  at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly 
and  equitably  maintain  and  protect  the  sugar  industry  of  the  United  States. 

It  has  been  recognized  for  some  time  by  people  interested  in  sugar  that  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  would  not  be  adequate  should  the  reimposition 
of  quotas  become  necessary  because  of  certain  conditions  affecting  the  production 
°nd  distribution  of  sugar  which  have  been  brought  about  by  the  war. 

Under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  is  required  to  be  allotted  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba.  This 
provision  of  law,  which  was  included  at  a  time  when  it  was  never  contemplated  that 
any  Philippine  deficit  would  be  other  than  a  nominal  one,  makes  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1937  unworkable  in  view  of  the  present  situation,  where  for  the  next  few  years 
the  probability  is  that  the  Philippine  deficits  will  be  substantial.  During  the  war 
the  supply  of  sugar  from  the  Philippines  was  cut  off  entirely  and  greatly  increased 
supplies  were  obtained  from  Cuba  with  the  result  that  during  this  period  Cuban 
production  was  greatly  expanded.  By  permitting  Cuba  to  supply  the  principal 
portion  of  the  Philippine  deficit  at  a  time  when  its  production  is  at  an  all-time 
high  will,  in  effect,  substantially  continue  the  pattern  established  during  the  war 
and  enable  Cuba  to  gradually  adjust  its  production  downward  to  a  sound  level 
with  a  minimum  of  economic  disruption. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  this  bill  is  a  short-term  measure  designed  to  meet 
postwar  adjustment  problems  in  the  production  and  distribution  of  sugar.  For 
example,  provision  has  been  made  for  allotting  to  Cuba  almost  the  entire  deficit 
anticipated  in  the  Philippine  quota.  Domestic  areas  have  been  given  fixed 
quotas  rather  than  percentage  quotas  for  a  temporary  period  of  5  years,  which 
period  is  believed  to  be  of  sufficient  duration  to  enable  necessary  postwar  adjust¬ 
ments  to  be  made  in  the  foreign  areas  supplying  the  United  States  sugar  market. 
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The  committee  believes  that  it  should  be  made  abundantly  clear  that  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  the  American  sugar  market  among  the  producers  of  the  United  States  and 
foreign  countries  and  the  provision  for  the  establishment  of  quotas  for  the  ensuing 
5  years  on  the  basis  provided  for  in  this  bill  is  not  intended  to  establish,  and  should 
not  be  construed  as  establishing,  a  permanent  production  and  distribution  pattern 
nor  as  waiving  American  producers’  rights  to  such  portions  of  the  American 
market  as  they  can  supply  at  the  conclusion  of  the  5-year  period  covered  by  the 
bill.  On  the  contrary,  it  should  be  emphasized  that  this  bill  is  designed  to  meet 
the  problems  of  the  temporary  postwar  transition  period  and  is  not  to  be  regarded 
as  the  establishment  of  long-time  national  sugar  policy. 

MAJOR  CHANGES  rN  EXISTING  LAW 

Consumption  estimate 

Section  201  would  modify  the  method  of  estimating  the  quantity  of  sugar 
needed  to  meet  the  requirement  of  consumers  in  the  continental  United  States. 
The  Sugar  Act  of  1937  provides  that  the  estimate  of  consumption  requirements 
shall  afford  an  annual  supply  to  consumers,  on  a  per  capita  basis,  in  an  amount 
not  less  than  the  average  per  capita  consumption  during  the  2-year  period  1937-  38, 
which  amounted  to  102.6  pounds.  This  per  capita  standard  is  omitted  from 
the  bill  and  there  is  provided  a  provision  directing  the  Secretary  in  making 
consumption  estimates  to  take  into  consideration  certain  standards  vith  a  view 
to  providing  a  supply  of  sugar  which  will  be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not 
be  excessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and 
protect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry.  The  standards  to  be  taken 
into  consideration  include  the  level  of  consumption  during  tire  preceding  year, 
any  deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of  sugar,  changes  in  population  and 
demand  conditions,  the  level  and  trend  of  consumers’  purchasing  power,  and  the 
relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  and  the  general 
cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  as  compared  with  the  relationship  between  the 
prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United 
States  obtaining  during  1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price  control  on  sugar. 
Under  this  section  the  Secretary  is  not  required  to  limit  his  estimate  of  consump¬ 
tion  requirements  to  any  one  of  the  factors  enumerated:  He  is  merely  required 
to  take  such  factors  into  consideration  before  he  makes  his  determination.  The 
over-all  or  controlling  guide  is  the  provision  whieh  requires  the  establishment  of 
a  supply  of  sugar  which  will  be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessive  to 
consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and  protect  the  welfare 
of  the  domestic  sugar  industry. 

In  rewriting  section  201  to  incorporate  additional  standards  to  be  considered 
by  the  Secretary  in  estimating  consumption  requirements  the  word  “average” 
was  omitted  which  formerly  preceded  and  modified  the  word  “prices”  in  line  8, 
page  6,  of  the  bill  and  the  words  “as  a  whole”  were  omitted  which  formerly 
followed  and  modified  the  words  “domestic  sugar  industry”  appearing  in  lines  10 
and  11  on  page  6  of  the  bill.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that  such  omis¬ 
sions  are  not  to  be  construed  as  altering  the  interpretations  heretofore  placed 
upon  such  words  or  phrases  or  as  warranting  a  new  interpretation  different  from 
that  placed  upon  such  words  and  phrases  as  they  appeared  in  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1937.  This  is  in  accord  with  the  interpretation  placed  upon  the  language  of  the 
bill  by  the  representatives  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  who  appeared  before 
the  committee. 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF  QUOTAS 

Section  202  of  the  bill  makes  important  changes  in  sugar  quotas  from  those 
found  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  Under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  quotas  for  all 
sugar-producing  areas  both  domestic  and  foreign  are  based  upon  percentages  of 
the  estimate  of  consumption  requirements  so  that  annual  quotas  vary  depending 
upon  the  amount  of  such  estimate.  Section  202  of  the  bill  establishes  fixed  quotas 
for  domestic  producing  areas  totaling  4,268,000  short  tons  raw  value.  It  also 
establishes  a  quota  of  952,000  short  tons  of  sugar  (irrespective  of  polarization)  as 
specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946.  The  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  fixed  amounts  for  the  domestic  producing  areas  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  and  the  estimate  of  consumption  requirements  is  apportioned  to  Cuba 
and  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  on  the 
basis  of  the  same  percentage  ratios  as  are  now  provided  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937, 
namely,  98.64  percent  to  Cuba  and  1.36  percent  to  full-duty  countries. 

Section  202  (d)  guarantees  for  Cuba  a  minimum  quota  after  reallotment  of 
deficits,  equivalent  to  the  share  (28.6  percents  of  the  total  estimate  of  consumption 
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provided  for  Cuba  in  section  202  (1))  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  Under  this  pro¬ 
vision,  whenever  Cuba’s  share  under  the  quota  system  set  forth  in  this  bill  would 
otherwise  fall  below  28.6  percent,  the  quotas  for  domestic  producing  areas  would 
be  reduced  on  a  pro  rata  basis-by  the  amount  necessary  to  provide  a  quota  for 
Cuba  of  28.6  percent.  The  committee  believes  it  likely  that  the  consumption  of 
sugar  in  this  country  during  the  next  5  years  will  be  at  a  sufficiently  high  level  so 
that  Cuba’s  quota  will  exceed  28.6  percent  of  the  consumption  requirements  and 
that  no  revision  of  the  specific  quotas  established  for  domestic  producing  areas 
will  have  to  be  made. 

Section  202  (e)  is  a  new  provision  under  which  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
withhold  or  withdraw  any  increase  in  the  quota  for  any  foreign  country  over  that 
provided  for  such  country  under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  upon  a  finding  and  notifica¬ 
tion  by  the  Secretary  of  State  that  such  country  denies  fair  and  equitablte  "treat¬ 
ment  to  nationals  of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry. 
In  the  event  that  any  quota,  or  any  portion  theieof,  is  withheld  or  withdrawn  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  the  amounts  so  withdrawn  are  to  be  allocated  proportionately 
among  the  domestic  producing  areas,  and  if  the  domestic  areas  are  unable  to  fulfill 
such  amounts  so  allotted  then  the  amounts  unfilled  may  be  allotted  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  foreign  countries  which  do  not  deny  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  na¬ 
tionals  of  the  United  States. 

It  has  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  committee  that  there  have  been 
instances  where  nationals  of  the  United  States  have  been  unable  to  collect  pecuni¬ 
ary  claims  from  foreign  governments  notwithstanding  the  fact  that,  in  many 
instances,  the  validity  of  such  claims  has  been  acknowledged  by,  or  adjudicated 
in  the  courts  of,  such  foreign  countries. 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  committee  that  the  nonpayment  of  valid  claims  which 
have  been  adjudicated  or  acknowledged  by  foreign  countries  shall  constitute 
unfair  or  inequitable  treatment  within  the  meaning  of  section  202  (e).  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  State  Department  appearing  before  the  committee  concurred  in 
this  construction  of  the  language  of  section  202  (e). 

PRORATION  OF  AREA  DEFICITS 

Section  204  of  the  bill  would  change  the  provision  of  the  present  law  with 
respect  to  the  allocation  of  any  Philippine  deficit  by  providing  for  the  allocation 
of  such  deficit  to  Cuba  and  full-duty  countries,  with  95  percent  of  such  deficit 
allotted  to  Cuba  and  the  balance  of  5  percent  to  full-duty  countries.  Under  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  entire  Philippine  deficit  is  reallotted  to  full-duty  countries. 
The  deficits  in  the- Philippine  quota  were  relatively  small  prior  to  the  war  as  com¬ 
pared  with  expected  substantial  deficits  during  the  next  few  years. 

Section  204  also  provides  that  in  the  event  the  quota  for  Cuba,  after  reallot¬ 
ment  of  deficits,  would  fall  below  28.6  percent,  except  for  the  provisions  of  section 
202  (d)  described  above.  The  proration  to  full-duty  countries  would  be  1.36 
percent  instead  of  5  percent,  and  the  proration  to  Cuba  would  tie  98.64  percent 
instead  of  95  percent.  The  Philippine  deficit  would  be  prorated  on  this  revised 
basis  before  application  of  section  202  (d)  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the 
Cuban  quota  at  not  less  than  28.6  percent. 

The  deficit  in  any  domestic  area,  as  in  the  1937  act,  is  shared  by  the  remaining 
domestic  areas  and  Cuba  proportionately  to  the  quotas  in  effect. 

CONDITIONAL  PAYMENTS 

Section  301  of  the  bill  specifies  the  conditions  which  a  grower  must  meet  in 
order  to  be  eligible  to  receive  .full  payments  under  the  act.  These  conditions 
are  (1)  that  growers  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  shall  not  employ  child  labor 
(except  members  of  their  immediate  families),  and  (2)  that  growers  shall  not 
market  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  shares  (in  terms 
of  acreage  allotments,  weight,  or  recoverable  sugar  content)  established  by  the 
Secretary  for  their  respective  farms. 

Under  section  409  of  the  bill,  the  Secretary  is  authorized,  if  first  requested  by 
individuals  or  associations  constituting  or  representing  a  substantial  proportion 
of  the  persons  affected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic-sugar  producing  areas, 
to  make  recommendations  with  respect  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts 
between  producers  and  processors  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts 
between  laborers  and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane.  The  provisions 
of  section  409  are  similar  to  the  provisions  of  section  511  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937 
except  that  under  section  409  the  Secretary  may  not  make  recommendations 
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unless  he  is  first  requested  to  do  so  by  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  persons 
affected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar-producing  areas  and  any  such 
recommendations  must  be  made  on  an  area-wide  basis. 

EXPLANATION  OF  THE  BILL 

Definitions 

Title  I  contains  definitions  applicable  to  the  entire  bill  except  title  V.  Title  V 
contains  proposed  amendments  to  the  provisions  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
relating  to  taxes  on  sugar,  and  separate  definitions  for  tax  purposes  are  found 
in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code.  The  only  change  in  the  definitions  in  Title  I  is 
in  subsection  (f)  of  section  101,  the  definition  of  “liquid  sugar.”  In  the  present 
law  “liquid  sugar”  means — 

“any  sugars  (exclusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice  produced  from  sugarcane  grown  in 
i  continental  United  States)  which  are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure  and 
which  contain,  or  which  are  to  be  used  for  the  production  of  any  sugars  principally 
not  of  crystalline  structure  which  contain,  soluble  nonsugar  solids  (excluding  any 
foreign  substances  that  may  have  been  added)  equal  to  6  per  centum  or  less  of 
the  total  soluble  solids.” 

The  definition  is  changed  by  the  bill  so  that  the  second  parenthetical  clause  in 
the  definition  would  read  “(excluding  any  foreign  substances  that  may  have  been 
added  or  developed  in  the  product).”  The  definition  as  changed  will  not  bring 
within  its  terms  any  new  or  different  type  of  sugar  product.  The  purpose  is  to 
include  certain  sugars  which  properly  belong  within  the  definition  but  which  have 
not  been  covered  by  the  definition  because  there  has  been  artificially  developed  in 
the  product  additional  soluble  nonsugar  solids  sufficient  to  make  the  total  soluble 
solids  of  the  product  in  excess  of  6  per  centum. 

Quota  provisions 

Title  II  contains  the  quota  provisions.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  author¬ 
ized  under  section  201  to  determine  the  requirements  of  consumers  for  each  calen¬ 
dar  year  on  the  basis  of  the  standards  specified  therein.  In  making  his  determina¬ 
tions  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those 
engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry  by  providing  a  quantity  of 
sugar  which  will  be  consumed  at  prices  fair  to  both  consumers  and  the  domestic 
sugar  industry. 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  under  section  202  of  the  bill  to  establish  quotas  for 
the  various  domestic  areas  and  for  foreign  countries.  The  quotas  to  be  established 
for  domestic  areas  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  are  set  out  in  section  202  in 
specific  amounts.  The  quotas  for  domestic  areas  are  to  be  established  by  appor¬ 
tioning  among  such  areas  4,268,000  short  tons  of  sugar,  raw  value,  as  follows: 


Short  tons. 

Area:  —  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar.: _ _ _ _ _  1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar _  500,  000 

Hawaii _  1,  052,  000 

Puerto  Rico _ ,_  910,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  6,  000 


The  quota  for  the  Philippines  is  952,000  tons  of  sugar  (irrespective  of  polariza¬ 
tion)  which  corresponds  to  the  quota  for  that  area  set  forth  in  the  Philippine 
Trade  Act  of  1936.  The  remainder  of  the  consumption  requirements  is  to  be 
apportioned  (1)  to  Cuba  and  (2)  to  other  foreign  countries  on  the  basis  of  the 
division  between  such  countries  specified  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937.  Section  202 
further  provides  that  if  the  quota  estabh'shed  for  Cuba,  including  deficits  allotted 
or. prorated  under  section  204,  should  be  a  smaller  proportion  of  the  consumption 
estimate  than  the  quota  which  would  have  been  established  for  Cuba  under  such 
estimate  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  quotas 
for  the  domestic  areas  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  by  such  amounts  as  are  Decessarv 
to  provide  Cuba  with  such  minimum  quota.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
authorized  to  withhold  from  any  foreign  country  any  increase  which  this  bill 
would  provide  for  such  country  over  the  quota  which  it  would  have  obtained 
under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  and  notifies  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  that  such  country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to 
nationa's  of  this  country,  or  discriminates  against  the  commerce,  navigation,  or 
industry  of  the  United  States.  In  the  event  that  any  amount  of  sugar  is  with¬ 
held  or  withdrawn  under  this  section  such  amount  of  sugar  so  withheld  or  with¬ 
drawn  is  to  be  prorated  to  domestic  areas  proportionately  on  the  basis  of  existing 
quotas  and  if  any  portion  of  such  amount  of  sugar  cannot  be  supplied  by  domestic 
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areas  the  Secretary  may  prorate  such  deficits  to  foreign  countries.  Section  203 
continues  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  determine  quotas  for  local  consump-  ' 
tion  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  and  in  Puerto  Rico. 

Proration  of  deficits 

The  bill  provides  that  the  Secretary  shall,  from  time  to  time,  determine  whether 
any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to 
market  the  quota  for  such  area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area 
or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to  fill  its  quota,  section  204  directs  that  such  deficit  shall 
be  prorated  to  other  such  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect,  with  the 
proviso  that  Cuba  shall  receive  the  full  amount  of  the  deficit  of  any  domestic 
area  when  the  outstanding  determination  of  consumption  requirements  under 
section  201  of  the  act  is  less  than  7,000,000  short  tons,  raw  value.  Section  204 
further  provides  that  any  deficit  in  the  quota  for  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
shall  be  allotted  to  Cuba  and  full-duty  countries  in  the  ratio  of  95  and  5  percent, 
respectively,  except  that,  whenever  the  quota  for  Cuba  established  under  the 
provisions  of  the  bill  other  than  section  202  (d)  is  less  than  the  amount  required 
by  the  provisions  of  that  section,  the  deficit  shall  be  alloted  to  Cuba  and  full-duty 
countries  in  the  ratio  of  98.64  and  1.36  percent,  respectively.  Any  unfilled 
portion  of  the  proration  to  any  full-duty  country,  as  of  September  1  of  any  year, 
is  to  be  allotted  to  other  full-duty  countries.  Section  205  of  the  bill  authorizes 
the  Secretary  to  allot  the  quota  for  any  area  on  the  basis  of  standards  specified 
therein. 

Establishment  of  quotas  for  1948 

Section  206  of  the  bill  provides  that  subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  207 
and  408  relating  to  the  suspension  of  quotas,  sugar  quotas  shall  be  established 
pursuant  to  this  act  for  the  calendar  year  of  1948  within  10  days  after  January  1, 
1948.  Under  provisions  of  sections  207  and  408  of  the  bill  the  President  is 
authorized  to  suspend  quotas  whenever  he  finds  and  proclaims  that  a  national 
economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

Direct-consumption  quotas 

Section  207  continues  the  provisions  of  the  1937  act  with  respect  to  the  quantity 
of  direct-consumption  sugar  which  may  be  imported  or  brought  into  the  conti¬ 
nental  United  States  except  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  quota  for  the  ' 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  is  set  at  56,000  short  tons  of  sugar  (irrespective  of 
polarization)  as  provided  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946. 

The  amounts  of  direct-consumption  sugar  which  may  be  brought  into  the 
continental  United  States  from  areas  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 


are  as  follows: 

Short  tons, 

Area:  raw  vaiut  i 

Hawaii _ .. _  29,  616  I 

Puerto  Rico _  126,  033 

Virgin  Islands _  0 

Cuba _  375,900 


This  section  further  provides  that  these  direct-consumption  portions  of  the 
quotas  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  by  the  President,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  408,  unless  the  President  specifically  finds  and  proclaims  that 
an  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  which  requires  their  suspension. 

Conditional-payment  provisions 

Title  III  contains  the  conditional-payment  provisions  of  the  bill.  Section  301 
authorizes  the  Secretary  to  make  payments  to  producers  who  do  not  employ 
child  labor  (except  members  of  their  immediate  families)  and  who  do  not  market 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  shares  (acreage  allotments)  . 
established  by  the  Secretary  for  their  respective  farms.  Section  302  authorizes 
the  Secretary  to  establish  proportionate  shares  for  farms  in  each  of  the  domestic 
areas  in  terms  of  each  farm’s  fair  share  of  the  total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  required  to  be  processed  to  enable  the  producing  area  to  meet  the 
quota  (and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory)  for  such  area.  The  propor¬ 
tionate  shares  (acreage  allotments)  for  farms  are  to  be  established  on  the  basis 
of  past  production  on  the  farm  amiability  to  produce  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
thereon.  In  view  of  the  differences  in  conditions  of  production  obtaining  in  the 
various  sugar-producing  areas,  the  committee  has  not  attempted  to  specify  the 
exact  manner  in  which  the  Secretary  shall  use  production  history.  It  is  the 
judgment  of  the  committee  that  considerable  discretion  should  be  left  to  the 
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Secretary  to  deal  with  the  varied  and  changing  conditions  in  the  various  producing 
areas,  in  order  to  establish  fair  and  equitable  proportionate  shares  for  farms  in 
such  areas.  The  bill  also  directs  the  Secretary  to  protect,  insofar  as  practicable, 
the  interests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers- and  the  interest  of  tenants, 
sharecroppers,  and  adherent  planters.  Section  303  continues  the  provision  of  theN 
1937  act  with  respect  to  crop  deficiency  and  abandonment  payments  which  afford, 
farmers  protection  in  the  case  of  crop  losses  due  to  specified  weather  hazards. 

Section  304  provides  for  a  base  rate  of  payment  of  80  cents  per  100  pounds  of 
sugar,  and  for  reductions  in  this  base  rate  of  payment  for  farms  producing  in  excess 
of  350  tons  of  sugar.  The  reductions  in  the  base  rate  of  payment  vary  from  5 
cents  per  100  pounds  for  that  portion  of  the  farm  production  between  350  and 
700  tons  to  a  reduction  of  50  cents  per  100  pounds  for  that  portion  of  the  produc¬ 
tion  in  excess  of  30,000  tons.  This  provision  continues  the  policy  of  preferring 
the  small-sized  farm  in  the  making  of  payments.  The  base  rate  of  payment  and 
the  rates  of  reductions  are  the  same  as  in  the  present  law. 

Local  committees 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  titles  II  and  III,  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
t  to  utilize  the  service  of  local  committees  of  producers,  State  and  county  agricultural 
conservation  committees,  and  the  Agricultural  Extension  Service  and  other 
agencies,  and  to  prescribe  that  all  or  part  of  the  expenses  of  such  committees  may 
be  deducted  from  the  payments. 

General  provisions 

Title  IV  of  the  bill  contains  general  provisions  applicable  to  the  entire  bill 
except  title  V. 

Authorization  is  made  for  an  annual  appropriation  of  such  amounts  as  the 
Congress  determines  to  be  necessary  to  make  the  authorized  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  and  to  administer  the  legislation.  The  funds  made  available  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  during 
the  fiscal  year  of  1948  are  also  made  available  under  this  bill  to  the  Secretary  for 
the  purposes  of  administering  the  provisions  of  this  act  during  the  fiscal  year  of 

ms. 

The  bases  and  considerations  underlying  determinations  by  the  Secretary  in 
connection  with  quotas  and  payments  are  required  to  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  along  with  such  determinations  (sec.  403).  District  courts  are  given 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  legislation  and  regulations  issued 
thereunder  (sec.  404V.  The  Secretary  is  also  authorized  to  require  persons  who 
manufacture,  market,  transport,  or  make  industrial  use  of  sugar  to  furnish  such 
information  as  he  deems  to  be  necessarv  to  administer  the  legislation  (sec.  406). 
Department  officials  are  prohibited  from  speculating  in  sugar  or  sugar  companies’ 
securities  or  interests  (sec.  407). 

I  Suspension  of  quotas 

The  President  is  authorized  under  section  408,  upon  a  finding  that  a  national 
economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar,  to  suspend  quotas 
established  under  title  II.  The  quotas  would  again  become  operative  on  a  find¬ 
ing  by  the  President  that  the  facts  which  constituted  the  emergency  no  longer 
exist. 

Recommendations  as  to  fair  prices  and  wages 

Section  409  authorizes  the  Secretary,  when  he  determines  such  action  necessary 
to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  legislation,  upon  the  request  of  individuals,  or 
associations  constituting  or  representing  a  substantial  portion  of  the  persons 
affected,  to  make  such  surveys  and  investigations  as  he  deems  necessary,  in¬ 
cluding  the  holding  of  public  hearings,  and  to  make  recommendations,  with  respect 
to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  processors  and  producers  of 
sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between 
laborers  and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane.  Such  recommendations  are 
required  to  be  made  on  an  area-wide  basis  with  respect  to  any  one  of  the  five 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas.  In  administering  this  provision  the  Secretary 
would  be  authorized  to  obtain  information  under  the  provisions  of  section  406 
which  provides  for  the  furnishing  of  information  which  the  Secretary  deems  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  him  to  administer  all  the  provisions  of  the  act  including  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  409  thereof.  The  Secretary,  however,  is  forbidden  to  disclose 
any  information  with  respect  to  the  individual  operations  of  any  processor, 
producer,  or  laborer. 
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Effective  date 

Section  412  of  the  bill  provides  that  it  shall  become  effective  January  1,  1948, 
and  that  the  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  shall 
terminate  on  December  31,  1947,  except  that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to 
make  payments  under  title  III  of  that  act  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop 
year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 

Amendments  to  taxes  relating  to  sugar 

Title  V  contains  certain  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  relating  to 
taxes  on  sugar.  A  change  is  made  in  the  definition  of  “manufactured  sugar”  to 
conform  with  a  similar  change  made  by  subsection  (f)  of  section  101  in  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  “liquid  sugar”  applicable  to  the  provisions  of  the  bill  other  than  those 
contained  in  title  V. 

The  termination  date  for  the  tax  on  sugar  is  extended  to  June  30,  1953,  which 
covers  a  period  of  5  years  from  the  present  termination  date.  There  is  also  in¬ 
cluded  a  provision  providing  that  no  tax  shall  be  imposed  with  respect  to  unsold 
sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  the  tax.  Similarly, 
with  respect  to  sugar  held  by  an  importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other  disposition  j 
at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  the  tax,  there  is  to  be  refunded  to  such  importer  | 
an  amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid,  The  purpose  of  this  provision  is  to  eliminate 
any  inequity  which  might  result  if  tax-paid  sugar  had  to  be  marketed  in  competi¬ 
tion  with  sugar  marketed  after  termination  of  the  tax. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

Ill  compliance  with  paragraph  2a  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill 
are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed 
in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  in  italics,  existing  law  in  which  no" 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  Amended 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  -That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Sugar  Act  of 
Cl  937]  1948”. 

Title  I — Definitions 

Sec.  101.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  except  title  £IV]  V — 

(a)  The  term  “person”  means  an  individual,  partnership,  corporation,  or  asso¬ 
ciation. 

(b)  The  term  “sugars”  means  any  grade  or  type  of  saccharine  product  derived 
from  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets,  which  contains  sucrose,  dextrose,  or  levulose. 

(c)  The  term  “sugar”  means  raw  sugar  or  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  the  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are  principally  of  crystalline 
structure  and  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality,  and  any 
sugars  which  are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure,  but  which  are  to  be 
further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality  to  produce  any  sugars  principally 
of  crystalline  structure. 

(e)  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are  prin¬ 
cipally  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  are  not  to  be  further  refined  or  otherwise  | 
improved  in  quality. 

(f)  The  term  “liquid  sugar”  means  any  sugars  (exclusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice 
produced  from  sugarcane  grown  in  continental  United  States)  which  are  prin¬ 
cipally  not  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  contain,  or  which  are  to  be  used  for 
the  production  of  any  sugars  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure  which  contain, 
soluble  nonsugar  solids  (excluding  any  foreign  substances  that  may  have  been 
added  oi  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to  6  per  centum  or  less  of  the  total  soluble 
solids. 

(gl  Sugars  in  dry  amorphous  form  shall  be  considered  to  be  principally  of 
crystalline  structure. 

(h)  The  “raw  value”  of  any  quantity  of  sugars  means  its  equivalent  in  terms 
of  ordinary  commercial  raw  sugar  testing  ninety-six  sugar  degrees  by  the  polari- 
scope,  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  to  be  issued  by  the  Secretary. 
The  principal  grades  and  types  of  sugar  and  liquid  sugar  shall  be  translated  into 
terms  of  raw  value  in  the  following  manner: 
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(1)  For  direct-consumption  sugar,  derived  from  sugar  beefs  and  testing  ninety- 
two  or  more  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of 
pounds  thereof  by  1.07. 

(2)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing  ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by 
the  polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  0.93. 

(3)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing  more  than  ninety-two  sugar 
degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  the 
figure  obtained  by  adding  to  0.93  the  result  of  multiplying  0.0175  by  the  number 
of  degrees  and  fractions  of  a  degree  of  polarization  above  ninety-two  degrees. 

(4)  For  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  testing  less  than  ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by 
the  polariscope,  by  dividing  the  number  of  pounds  of  the  “total  sugar  content” 
thereof  by  0.972. 

(5)  The  Secretary  may  establish  rates  for  translating  sugar  and  liquid  sugar 
into  terms  of  raw  value  for  (a)  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  not  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  foregoing  and  (b)  any  special  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  for  which  he  determines  that  the  raw  value  cannot  be  measured  adequately 
under  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1)  to  (4),  inclusive,  of  this  subsection  (h). 

(i)  The  term  “total  sugar  content”  means  the  sum  of  the  sucrose  (Clerget) 
and  reducing  or  invert  sugars  contained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar. 

(j)  The  term  “quota”,  depending  upon  the  context,  means  (1)  that  quantity 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental 
United  States,  for  consumption  therein,  during  any  calendar  year,  from  the 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  [the  Commonwealth  of 
the  Philippine  Islands]  or  a  foreign  country  or  group  of  foreign  countries;  (2) 
that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
grown  in  the  continental  United  States  which,  during  any  calendar  year,  may 
be  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  competition 
with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce;  or  (3)  that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be 
marketed  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  or  in  Puerto  Rico,  for  consumption  therein, 
during  any  calendar  year. 

(k)  The  term  “producer”  means  a  person  who  is  the  legal  owner,  at  the  time 
of  harvest  or  abandonment,  of  a  portion  or  all  of  a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(l)  The  terms  “including”  and  “include”  shall  not  be  deemed  to  exclude  any¬ 
thing  not  mentioned  but  otherwise  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  defined. 

(m)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

•Title  T  I— Quota  Provisions 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each  calendar  year,  beginning  with 
the  calendar  year  1948,  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
consumers  in  the  continental  United  States;  such  determinations  shall  be  made 
during  the  month  of  December  in  each  year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year  (in 
the  case  of  the  calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  days  thereof)  and  at  such  other 
times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  necessary  to  meet 
such  requirements.  In  making  such  determinations  the  Secretary  shall  use  as 
a  basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  distributed  for  consumption,  as 
indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  during  the 
twelve-month  period  ending  October  31  next  preceding  the  calendar  year  for 
which  the  determination  is  being  made,  and  shall  make  allowances  for  a  deficiency 
or  surplus  in  inventories  of  sugar,  and  fcr  changes  in  consumption  because  of 
changes  in  population  and  demand  conditions,  as  computed  from  statistics  published 
by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government;  [with  respect  to  inventories  of  sugar, 
population,  and  demand  conditions]  and,  in  order  that  [the  regulation  of  com¬ 
merce  provided  by  this  Act  shall  not  result  in  excessive  prices  to  consumers,  the 
Secretary  shall  make  such  additional  allowances  as  he  may  deem  necessary  in  the 
amount  of  sugar  determined  to  be  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers, 
so  that  the  supply  of  sugar  made  available  to  consumers  shall  not  result  in  average 
prices  to  consumers  in  excess  of  those  necessary  to  maintain  the  domestic  sugar 
industry  as  a  whole.  The  amount  of  such  additional  allowances  shall  not  be  less 
than  the  amount  required,  after  allowance  for  normal  carry-ov<  r,  to  give  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  continental  United  States  a  per  capita  consumption  equal  to  the 
average  of  the  two-year  period  1937-38.]  such  determinations  ahall  be  made  so  as 
to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar  industry 
by  piovidivg  such  supply  of  sugar  as  will  be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be 
excessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and  protect  the 
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welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any  such  determi¬ 
nation,  in  addition  to  the  consumption,  inventory,  population,  and  demand  factors 
above  specified  and  the  level  and  trend  of  consumer  purchasing  power,  shall  take  into 
consideration  the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  that 
would  result  from  such  determination  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States 
as  compared  with  the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  and  the 
general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  obtaining  during  1947  prior  to  the  termina¬ 
tion  of  price  control  of  sugar  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’  Price  Index  as  published 
by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  made,  pursuant  to  section  201,  of  the 
amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers,  the  Secretary 
shall  establish  quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

(a)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  by  [prorating]  apportioning  among 
such  areas  [55.59  per  centum  of  such  amount  of  sugar  but  not  less  than  3,715,000 
short  tons  on  the  following  basis]  4,268,000  sshort  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 


Area;!  [Per  centum] 

Domestic  beet  sugar _ 1 _  [41.  72] 

Mainland  cane  sugar _ 1 _  [11.  31] 

Hawaii _ • _  [25.  25] 

Puerto  Rico _  [21.  48] 

Virgin  Islands _  [  .  24] 


Short  tons, 
raw  value 

1,  800,  000 
500,  000 
1,  052,  000 
910,  000 
,6,  000 


(b)  [For  foreign  countries,  and  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Philippine  Islands,  ; 
by  prorating  44.41  per  centum  of  such  amount  of  sugar  (except,  if  such  amount  of  , 
sugar  is  less  than  6,682,670  short  tons,  the  excess  of  such  amount  over  3,715,000 


short  tons)  on  the  following  basis: 

Area:  Per  centum 

Commonwealth  of  the  Philippine  Islands _  34.  70 

Cuba _ _  64.  41 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba _ _ _  .  89 


In  no  case  shall  the  quota  for  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Philippine  Islands  be  less 
than  the  duty-free  quota  now  established  by  the  provisions  of  the  Philippine 
Independence  Act.]  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  the  amount  of  952,000 
short  tons  of  sugar  as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946. 

(c)  For  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  by  pro¬ 
rating  among  such  areas  an  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  equal  to  the  amount  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to 
subsections  (a)  and  ( b )  of  this  section,  on  the  following  basis: 


Area:  Per  centum 

Cuba _ _  98.  64  ' 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines __  1.  86 

The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  oj  ’he  Philip-  I 
pines  shall  be  prorated  amoug  such  countries  on  the  basis  of  the  division  of  the 
quota  for  such  countries  made  in  General  Sugar  Quota  Regulations,  Series  4, 
Number  1,  issued  December  12,  1936,  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act.  as  amended. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this  title  II,  in  the  event  the  quota 
established  for  Cuba,  including  any  and  all  deficits  allotted  or  prorated  to  Cuba 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  204  (a),  shall  be  a  smaller  proportion  of  the 
total  amount  of  sugar  which  the  Secretary  determines  is  needed  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  consumers  in  the  continental  United  States  pursuant  to  section  201  of  this 
Act,  than  the  quota  which  would  have  been  established  for  Cuba  upon  such  consump¬ 
tive  estimate  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the 
quotas  for  domestic  sugar-producting  areas  established  pursuant  to  the  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title  II  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  by  such  amounts  as  are  required,  to 
establish  such  quota  for  Cuba  and  the  amounts  by  which  such  domestic  sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  quotas  are  so  reduced  shall  be  added  to  the  quota  for  Cuba. 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign  country  denies  fair  and  equitable 
treatment  to  the  nationals  of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry, 
and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  shall  have  authority  to  withhold  or  withdraw 
any  increase  in  the  share  of  the  domestic  consumption  requirements  provided  for  such 
country  by  this  Act  as  compared  with  the  share  allowed  under  section  202  ( b )  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937:  Provided,  That  any  amount  of  sugar  so  withheld  or  withdrawn 
shall  be  prorated  to  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of  existing  quotas  for  such  areas  and 
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the  Secretary  shall  revise  such  quotas  accordingly :  Provided  further,  That  any  portion 
of  such  amount  of  sugar  which  cannot  be  supplied  by  domestic  areas  may  be  prorated 
to  foreign  countries  other  than  a  country  which  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  has  denied 
fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  nationals  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  203.  In  accordance  with  [the  applicable]  such  provisions  of  section  201, 
as  he  deems  applicable,  the  Secretary  shall  also  determine  the  amount  of  sugar 
needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  and  in 
Puerto  Rico,  and  shall  establish  quotas  for  the  amounts  of  sugar  which  may  be 
marketed  for  local  consumption  in  such  areas  equal  to  the  amounts  determined 
to  be  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  therein. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  [as  he  deems  necessary]  from  time  to  time 
during  the  calendar  year,  determine  whether,  in  view  of  the  current  inventories 
of  sugar,  the  estimated  production  from  the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets 
planted,  the  normal  marketings  within  a  calendar  year  of  new-crop  sugar,  and  other 
pertinent  factors,  any  domestic  area,  the  [Commonwealth]  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  [Islands],  or  Cuba,  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such 
area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  nay  domestic  area  -or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to 
market  the  quota  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  then  current,  he  shall  revise 
the  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  bv  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar 
equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to  the  other  such  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas 
then  in  effect  [.  Any  portion  of  such  sugar  which  the  Secretary  determines  can¬ 
not  be  supplied  by  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  shall  be  prorated  to  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  on  the  basis  of  the  prorations  of  the  quota  then  in  effect  for  such 
foreign  countries.]:  Provided,  however,  That  domestic  areas  shall  not  share  in  any 
deficit  of  any  domestic  area  if  the  then  outstanding  determination  of  the  Secretary 
made  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the  Act  is  less  than  seven  million  short  tons,  raw 
value.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  [Commonwealth]  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  [Islands]  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area  for  the  calendar 
year  then  current,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  Cuba  and  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Rep  ublic  of  the  Philippines  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar 
equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  [to  such  foreign  countries,  on  the  basis  of  the 
proration  of  the  quota  then  in  effect  for  such  countries]  as  follows: 

To  Cuba _ ^ _  _  _ .95  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 

Philippines _ _ _ 1 _  5  per  centum 

Provided,  however,  [T  hat  the  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the  Commonwealth 
of  the  Philippine  Islands,  or  Cuba  or  other  foreign  countries,  shall  not  be  reduced 
by  reason  of  any  determination  made  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  sub¬ 
section.]  That  whenever  the  quota  for  Cuba,  established  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  other  than  section  202  ( d )  is  less  than  the  amount  required  by  the  provisions 
of  section  202  id)  of  this  Act,  such  prorations  shall  be  as  follows: 

To  Cuba _  98.64  Ver  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 

Philippines _  1.36  per  centum 

Any  portion  of  such  Philippine  deficit  which  the  Secretary  determines  cannot  be 
supplied  by  Cuba  shall  be  prorated  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines.  No  part  of  any  Philippines  deficit  so  prorated  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(b)  If,  on  the  1st  day  of  September  in  any  calendar  year,  any  part  or  all  of  the 
proration  to  any  foreign  country  of  the  quota  [in  effect  on  the  1st  day  of  July  in 
the  same  calendar  year]  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  established  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (c)  has  not  been 
filled,  the  Secretary  may  revise  the  proration  of  such  quota  among  such  foreign 
countries  by  [prorating]  allotting  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  such  unfilled 
proration  to  [all  other]  such  foreign  countries  [which]  as  have  filled  their  pro¬ 
rations  of  such  quota  by  such  date  [on  the  basis  of  the  prorations  then  in  effect], 

(c)  The  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  Cuba,  or 
other  foreign  countries  as  established  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  shall  not  be 
reduced  by  reason  of  any  determination  of  a  deficit  existing  in  any  calendar  year 
under  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section  204. 

(d)  Any  proration  among  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  on  such  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall 
determine. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  allotment  of  any  quota, 
or  proration  thereof,  established  for  any  area  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
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Act,  is  necessary  to  assure  an  orderly  and  adequate  flow  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
in  the  channels  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or  to  prevent  disorderly  market¬ 
ing  or  importation  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  or  to  maintain  a  continuous  and  stable 
supply  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  afford  all  interested  persons  an  equitable 
opportunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  within  any  area’s  quota,  after  such 
hearing  and  upon  such  notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  he  shall  make 
allotments  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof  by  allotting  to  persons  who  market 
or  import  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  for  such  periods  as  he  may  designate,  the  quanti¬ 
ties  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  each  such  person  may  market  in  continental 
United  States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  or  Puerto  Rico,  or  may  import  or  bring  into 
continental  United  States,  for  consumption  therein.  Allotments  shall  be  made  in 
such  manner  and  in  such  amounts  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient,  and  equitable 
distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof,  by  taking  into  consideration  the 
processings  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  to  which  pro¬ 
portionate  shares,  determined  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of 
section  302,  pertained;  the  past  marketings  or  importations  of  each  such  person; 
[or]  and  the  ability  of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that  portion  of  such  quota 
or  proration  thereof  allotted  to  him.  The  Secretary  may  also,  upon  such  hearing 
and  notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  revise  or  amend  any  such  allotment 
upon  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  allotment  was  made. 

(b)  An  appeal  may  be  taken,  in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided,  from  any 
decision  making  such  allotments,  or  revisions  thereof,  to  the  United  States  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia  in  any  of  the  following  cases: 

(1)  By  any  applicant  for  an  allotment  whose  application  shall  have  been 
denied. 

(2)  By  any  person  aggrieved  by  reason  of  any  decision  of  the  Secretary  granting 
or  revising  any  allotment  made  to  him. 

(c)  Such  appeal  shall  be  taken  by  filing  with  said  Court,  within  twenty  days 
after  the  decision  complained  of  is  effective,  notice  in  writing  of  said  appeal  and 
a  statement  of  the  reasons  therefor,  together  with  proof  of  service  of  a  true  copy 
of  said  notice  and  statement  upon  the  Secretary.  Unless  a  later- date  is  specified 
by  the  Secretary  as  part  of  his  decision,  the  decision  complained  of  shall  be 
considered  to  be  effective  as  of  the  date  on  which  public  announcement  of  the 
decision  is  made  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washington.  The 
Secretary  shall  thereupon,  and  in  any  event  not  later  than  ten  days  from  the 
date  of  such  service  upon  him,  mail  or  otherwise  deliver  a  copy  of  said  notice  of 
appeal  to  each  person  shown  by  the  records  of  the  Secretary  to  be  interested  in 
such  appeal  and  to  have  a  right  to  intervene  therein  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  and  shall  at  all  times  thereafter  permit  any  such  person  to  inspect  and 
make  copies  of  appellants’  reasons  for  said  appeal  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary 
in  the  city  of  Washington.  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  the 
Secretary  shall  file  with  the  court  the  originals  or  certified  copies  of  all  papers  and 
evidence  presented  to  him  upon  the  hearing  involved,  [and  also]  a  like  copy  of 
his  decision  thereon,  [and  shall  within  thirty  days  thereafter  file]  a  full  state¬ 
ment  in  writing  of  the  facts  and  grounds  for  his  decisions  as  found  and  given  by 
him  and  a  list  of  all  interested  persons  to  whom  he  has  mailed  or  otherwise  de¬ 
livered  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal. 

(d)  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  any  interested  person 
may  intervene  and  participate  in  the  proceedings  had  upon  said  appeal  by  filing 
with  the  court  a  notice  of  intention  to  intervene  and  a  verified  statement  showing 
the  nature  of  the  interest  of  such  party  together  with  proof  of  service  of  true 
copies  of  said  notice  and  statement,  both  upon  the  appellant  and  upon  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  Any  person  who  would  be  aggrieved  or  whose  interests  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  reversal  or  modification  of  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  complained 
of  shall  be  considered  an  interested  party. 

(e)  At  the  earliest  convenient  time  the  court  shall  hear  and  determine  the 
appeal  upon  the  record  before  it,  and  shall  have  power,  upon  such  record,  to  enter 
a  judgment  affirming  or  reversing  the  decision,  and  if  it  enters  an  order  reversing 
the  decision  of  the  Secretary  it  shall  remand  the  case  to  the  Secretary  to  carry  out 
the  judgment  of  the  court:  Provided,  however,  That  the  review  by  the  court  shall 
be  limited  to  questions  of  law  and  that  findings  of  fact  by  the  Secretary,  if  sup¬ 
ported  by  substantial  evidence,  shall  be  conclusive  unless  it  shall  clearly  appear 
that  the  findings  of  the  Secretary  are  arbitrary  or  capricious.  The  court’s  judg¬ 
ment  shall  be  final,  subject,  however,  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  upon  writ  of  certiorari  on  petition  therefor,  under  section  240  of 
the  Judicial  Code,  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  28,  sec.  347),  by  appellant,  by  the 
Secretary,  or  by  any  interested  party  intervening  in  the  appeal. 
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(f)  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  enter  judgment  for  costs  in  favor  of  or 
against  an  appellant,  and  other  interested  parties  intervening  in  said  appeal,  but 
not  against  the  Secretary,  depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  issues  involved  in 
such  appeal  and  the  outcome  thereof. 

[(g)  The  Government  of  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Philippine  Islands  shall 
make  allotments  of  any  quota  established  for  it  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  on  the  basis  specified  in  section  6  (d)  of  Public  Law  Numbered  127,  approved 
March  24,  1934.] 

Sec.  206.  [Until  sugar  quotas  are  established  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  the 
calendar  year  1937,  which  shall  be  within  sixty  days  after  its  enactment,  the 
quotas  determined  by  the  Secretary  in  General  Sugar  Quota  Regulations,  Series 
4,  Number  1,  issued  December  12,  1936,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect.] 
Subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  207  and  408  relating  to  the  suspension  of  quotas, 
sugar  quotas  shall  be  established  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  the  calendar  year  1948 
■within  ten  days  after  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  [Xot  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen 

I  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  for  each  of  the  calendar  years 
1937,  1938,  and  1939  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar;  and  not  more 
than  four  thousand  nine  hundred  and  thirty-six  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the 
quota  for  Hawaii  for  the  calendar  year  1940  may  be  filled,  during  the  first  two 
months  of  such  year,  by  direct-consumption  sugar.  This  subsection  is  hereby 
extended  so  that  not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen 
short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  for  anv  calendar  year  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar:  Provided,  however,  That  the  amount  of  said 
quota  which  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  for  the  calendar  year  1940 
shall  not  be  less  than  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  from  Hawaii 
actual^  brought  into  the  continental  United  States,  for  consumption  therein, 
after  December  31,  1939,  and  up  to  and  including  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
amendatory  sentence.]  Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen 
short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by 
direct-consumption  sugar. 

(b)  [N  ot  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short 
tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  for  each  of  the  calendar  years  1937, 
1938,  and  1939  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar;  and  not  more  than 
twenty-one  thousand  and  six  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico 
for  the  calendar  year  1940  may  be  filled,  during  the  first  two  months  of  such 
year,  by  direct-consumption  sugar.  This  subsection  is  hereby  extended  so  that 
not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thousand  and  thirty -three  short  tons, 
raw  value,  of  the  quota,  for  Puerto  Rico  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by 
direct-consumption  sugar:  Provided,  however,  That  the  amount  of  said  quota  which 
may  be  filled  bv  direct-consumption  sugar  for  the  calendar  year  1940  shall  not  be 
less  than  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  from  Puerto  Rico  actually 
brought  into  the  continental  United  States,  for  consumption  therein,  after 
December  31,  1939,  and  up  to  and  including  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
amendatory  sentence.]  Not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thousand  and 
thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Pueito  Rico  for  any  calendar  year 
may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(c)  None  of  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands  for  any  calendar  year  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  Not  more  than  [eighty  thousand  two  hundred  and  fourteen]  fifty-six 
thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  [raw  value,]  of  the  quota  for  the  [Commonwealth] 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  [Islands]  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by 
direct-consumption  sugar  as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act 
of  .1946. 

(e)  Not  more  than  three  hundred  and  seventy-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  of  the  quota  for  Cuba  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct  con¬ 
sumption  sugar. 

(f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the  quotas  established  under 
section  203  for  marketing  for  local  consumption  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico. 

(g)  The  direct-consumption  poitions  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to  this 
section,  and  the  enforcement  provisions  of  title  II  applicable  thereto,  shall  continue 
in  effect  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
409  of  this  Act  unless  the  President  acting  thereunder  specifically  finds  and  proclaims 
that  a  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  which  requires  the  suspension  of  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas. 


14 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


Country — 
Cuba_ 


72%  total  sugar  content 


Other  foreign  countries 


Dominican  Republic 


7,  970,  558 
830,  894 
0 


[The  quantities  of  liquid  sugar  imported  into  the  continental  United  States 
during  the  calendar  year  1937,  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  charged 
against  the  quotas  for  the  calendar  year  1937  established  by  this  section.] 

Sec.  209.  All  persons  are  hereby  prohibited — 

(a)  From  bringing  or  importing  into  the  continental  United  States  from  the 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands  [the  Commonwealth  of  the 
Philippine  Islands]  or  foreign  countries,  ( 1 )  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  after  the 
applicable  quota  [for  such  area]  or  the  proration  of  any  such  quota,  has  been 
filled,  or  (2)  any  direct-consumption  sugar  after  the  direct-consumption  portion  of 
any  such  quota  has  been  filled; 

(b)  From  shipping,  transporting,  or  marketing  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in 
competition  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  commerce,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  grown  in  either  the  domestic-beet-sugar  area  or  the  mainland  cane- 
sugar  area  after  the  quota  for  such  area  has  been  filled; 

(c)  From  marketing  in  either  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  or  Puerto  Rico,  for  con¬ 
sumption  therein,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  after  the  quota  therefor  has  been 
filled; 

(d)  From  exceeding  allotments  of  any  quota,  direct-consumption  portion  of  any 
quota,  or  proration  [thereof]  of  any  quota,  made  to  them  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  determinations  provided  for  in  sections  201  and  203,  and 
allcpiotas,  prorations,  and  allotments,  except  quotas  established  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  208,  shall  be  made  or  established  in  terms  of  raw  value. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  liquid  sugar,  except  that  imported  from 
foreign  countries,  shall  be  included  with  sugar  in  making  the  determinations 
provided  for  in  sections  201  and  203  and  in  the  establishment  or  revision  of  quotas 
prorations,  and  allotments. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  raw-value  equivalent  of  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  any 
form,  including  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  manufactured  products,  exported  from  the 
continental  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  section  313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of 
1930  shall  be  credited  against  any  charges  which  shall  have  been  made  in  respect 
to  the  applicable  quota  or  proration  for  the  country  of  origin.  The  country  of 
origin  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  respect  to  which  any  credit  shall  be  established 
shall  be  that  country  in  respect  to  importation  from  which  draw-back  of  the  i 
exported  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  has  been  claimed.  Sugar  or  liquid  sugar  entered 
into  the  continental  United  States  under  an  applicable  bond  established  pursuant  * 
to  orders  or  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  express  purpose  of  sub¬ 
sequently  exporting  the  equivalent  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  as  such, 
or  in  manufactured  articles,  shall  not  be  charged  against  the  applicable  quota  or 
proration  for  the  country  of  origin. 

(b)  Exportation  within  the  meaning  of  sections  309  and  313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of 
1930  shall  be  considered  to  be  exportation  within  the  meaning  of  this  section. 

(c)  The  quota  established  for  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  may  be  filled 
only  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in 
such  area:  Provided,  however,  That  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  admitted  free  of  duty 
from  the  Virgin  Islands  under  the  Act  of  Congress,  approved  March  3,  1917 
(39  Stat.  1133),  may  be  admitted  within  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Sec.  212.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  apply  to  (1)  the  first  ten  short 
tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the,  Philippines ,  in  any  calendar  year;  (2)  the  first 
ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign 
country,  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year 
for  religious,  sacramental,  educational,  or  experimental  purposes;  (3)  liquid  sugar 
imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  in  individual  sealed  containers  of  .such  capacity  as  the  Secretary  may  de¬ 
termine,  not  in  excess  of  one  and  one-tenth  gallons  each;  or  (4)  any  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  imported,  brought  into,  or  produced  or  manufactured  in  the  United  States  • 
for  the  distillation  of  alcohol,  or  for  livestock  feed,  or  fqr  the  production  of  live¬ 
stock  feed. 
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Title  III. — Conditional-Payment  Phovisions 

•  Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  payments  on  the  following  con¬ 
ditions  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  the 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar: 

(a)  That  no  child  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  shall  have  been  employed  or 
permitted  to  work  on  the  farm,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  person, 
in  the  production,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
with  respect  to  which  application  for  payment  is  made,  except  a  member  of  the 
immediate  family  of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40  per 
centum  of  the  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  performed;  and  that  no  child  be¬ 
tween  the  ages  of  fourteen  and  sixteen  years  shall  have  been  employed  or  permitted 
to  do  such  work,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  person,  for  a  longer 
period  than  eight  hours  in  any  one  day,  except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family 
of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40  per  centum  of  the  crop 
at  the  time  such  work  was  performed.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  pay¬ 
ments,  notwithstanding  a  failure  to  comply  with  the  conditions  provided  in  this 
subsection,  but  the  payments  made  with  respect  to  any  crop  shall  be  subject  to 
a  deduction  of  $10  for  each  child  for  eajh  day,  or  a  portion  of  a  day,  during  which 
such  child  was  employed  or  permitted  to  work  contrary  to  the  foregoing  provisions 
of  this  subsection. 

[(b)  That  all  persons  employed  on  the  farm  in  the  production,  cultivation, 
or  harvesting  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  with  respect  to  which  an  application 
for  payment  is  made  shall  have  been  paid  in  full  for  all  such  work,  and  shall  have 
been  paid  wages  therefor  at  rates  not  less  than  those  that  may  be  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  after  investigation  and  due  notice  and 
opportunity  for  public  hearing;  and  in  making  such  determinations  the  Secretary 
shall  take  into  consideration  the  standards  therefor  formerly  established  by  him 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  differences  in  con¬ 
ditions  among  various  producing  areas:  Provided,  hoxoever,  That  a  payment  which 
would  be  payable  except  for  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  subsection  may  be 
made,  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  in  such  manner  that  the  laborer  will 
receive  an  amount,  insofar  as  such  payment  will  suffice,  equal  to  the  amount  of 
the  accrued  unpaid  wages  for  such  work,  and  that  the  producer  will  receive  the 
remainder,  if  any,  of  such  payment.] 

[(c)]  (b)  That  there  shall  not  have  been  marketed  (or  processed)  an  amount 
(in  terms  of  planted  acreage,  weight,  or  recoverable  sugar  content)  of  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for  the  production  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  to  be  marketed  in,  or  so  as  to  compete  with  or  otherwise  directly  affect 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302,  of  the 
total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to  be  processed  to  enable  the 
area  in  which  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  are  produced  to  meet  the  quota  (and 
provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory)  as  estimated  by  the  Secretary  for  such 
area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which  the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  from  such  crop  normally  would  be  marketed. 

[(d)  That  the  producer  on  the  farm  who  is  also,  directly  or  indirectly,  a 
processor  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  as  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
shall  have  paid,  or  contracted  to  pay  under  either  purchase  or  toll  agreements, 
for  any  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  by  other  producers  and  processed  by  him 
at  rates  not  less  than  those  that  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable  after  investigation  and  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  public 
hearing. 

[(e)  That  there  shall  have  been  carried  out  on  the  farm  such  farming  practices 
in  connection  with  the  production  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  during  the  year 
in  which  the  crop  was  harvested  with  respect  to  which  a  payment  is  applied  for, 
as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  pursuant  to  this  subsection,  for  preserving  and 
improving  fertility  of  the  soil  and  for  preventing  soil  erosion,  such  practices  to  be 
consistent  with  the  reasonable  standards  of  the  farming  community  in  which  the 
farm  is  situated. 

[The  conditions  provided  in  subsection  (a),  and  in  subsection  (b)  with  respect 
to  wage  rates,  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  work  performed  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act;  and  the'  condition  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  the  marketing  of  the  first  crop  harvested  after  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  planted  prior  to  such  enactment..] 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  with  respect  to  which  pay¬ 
ment  may  be  made  shall  be  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially 
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recoverable,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  from  the  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
grown  on  the  farm  and  marketed  (or  processed  by  the  producer)  not  in  excess  of 
the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  quan¬ 
tity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  required 
to  be  processed  to  enable  the  producing  area  in  which  the  crop  of  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  is  grown  to  meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inven¬ 
tory)  estimated  by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which 
the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop  normally  would  be 
marketed. 

(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with  respect  to  a  farm,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  take  into  consideration  the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets 
and  sugarcane  marketed  (or  processed)  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
and  the  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  and  the  Secretary  shall 
insofar  as  practicable,  protect  the  interests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers 
and  the  interests  of  producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants,  adherent 
planters,  or  share  croppers. 

(c)  Payments  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commer¬ 
cially  recoverable  from  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  [and  which 
shall  have  been  marketed  (or  processed  by  a  producer)  on  an^l  after  July  1,  1937.] 
commencing  with  the  crop  year  1948. 

Sec.  303.  In  addition  to  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  with  respect  to 
which  payments  are  authorized  under  subsection  (a)  of  section  302,  the  Secretary 
is  also  authorized  to  make  payments,  on  the  conditions  provided  in  section  301, 
with  respect  to  bona  fide  abandonment  of  planted  acreage  and  crop  deficiencies 
of  harvested  acreage,  resulting  from  drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze,  disease,  or 
insects,  which  cause  such  damage  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  crop  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  in  the  same  factory  district  (as  established  by  the  Secretary), 
county,  parish,  municipality,  or  local  producing  area,  as  determined  in  accordance 
with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary,  on  the  following  quantities  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar:  (1)  with  respect  to  such  bona  fide  abandonment  of  each  planted 
acre  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  one-third  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially 
recoverable  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  per  acre  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary;  and  (2)  with  respect  to  such  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage  of 
sugar  beets  of  sugarcane,  the  excess  of  80  per  centum  of  the  normal  yield  of 
commercially  recoverable  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  for  such  acreage  for  the  farm, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  over  the  actual  yield. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  The  amount  of  the  base  rate  of  payment  shall  be  80  cents  per 
hundred  pounds  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  raw  value. 

(b)  All  payments  shall  be  calculated  with  respect  to  a  farm  which,  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act,  shall  be  a  farming  unit  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  issued  by  the  Secretary,  and,  in  making  such  determinations,  the  Secretary 
shall  take  into  consideration  the  use  of  common  work  stock,  equipment,  labor, 
management,  and  other  pertinent  factors. 

(c)  The  total  payment  with  respect  to  a  farm  shall  be  the  product  of  the  base 
rate  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  multiplied  by  the  amount  of  sugar 
and  liquid  sugar,  raw  value,  with  respect  to  which  payment  is  to  be  made,  except 
that  reduction  shall  be  made  from  such  total  payment  in  accordance  with  the 
following  scale  of  reductions: 


That  portion  of  the  quantity  of  sugar  and  liquid  sugar  Reduction  in  the  base 
which  is  included  within  the  following  intervals  of  short  h^Vdr^dwTigM 
tons,  raw  value:  of  such  portion 


350  to  700 _ $0.  05 

700  to  1,000 _  .  10 

1,000  to  1,500 _  .  20 

1,500  to  3,000 _  .  25 

3,000  to  6,000 _ ^ _  .275 

6,000  to  12,000 _  .  30 

12,000  to  30,000 _  _  _  .325 

More  than  30,000 _  '  .50 


(d)  Application  for  payment  shall  be  made  by,  and  payments  shall  be  made  to, 
the  producer  or,  in  the  event  of  his  death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency,  his 
legal  representative,  or  heirs:  Provided,  however,  That  all  producers  on  the  farm 
shall  signify  in  the  application  for  payment  the  [per  centum]  percentage  of  the 
total  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm  to  be  made  to  each  producer:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  payments  may  be  made,  (1)  in  the  event  of  the  death,  disap¬ 
pearance,  or  incompetency  of  a  producer,  to  such  beneficiary  as  the  producer 
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may  designate  in  the  application  for  payment;  (2)  to  one  producer  of  a  group  of 
two  or  more  producers,  provided  all  producers  on  the  farm  designate  such  pro¬ 
ducer  in  the  application  for  payment  as  sole  recipient  for  their  benefit  of  the  pay¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  the  farm  or  (3)  to  a  person  who  is  not  a  producer,  provided 
such  person  controls  the  land  included  within  the  farm  with  respect  to  which 
the  application  for  payment  is  made  and  is  designated  by  the  sole  producer  (or  all 
producers)  on  the  farm,  as  sole  recipient  for  his  or  their  benefit,  of  the  payment 
with  respect  to  the  farm. 

Sec.  305.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  titles  11  and  III  of  this  Act,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  utilize  local  committees  of  sugar  beet  or  sugarcane 
producers,  State  and  county  agricultural  conservation  committees,  or  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Extension  Service  and  other  agencies,  and  the  Secretary  may  prescribe 
that  all  or  a  part  of  the  expenses  of  such  committees  may  be  deducted  from  the 
payments  herein  authorized. 

Sec.  306.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis  for  any  payment,  or  the  amount 
thereof  authorized  to  be  made  under  this  title,  officially  determined  in  conformity 
with  rules  or  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  reviewable  only  by 
the  Secretary,  and  his  determinations  with  respect  thereto  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive. 

Sec.  307.  This  title  shall  apply  to  the  continental  United  States,  the  Territory 
of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Title  [V]  IV — General  Provisions 

Sec.  [5013  401.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  [except  title  IV]  the  Secretary 

[shall — ] 

[(a)  Appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such  officers  and  employees  as  he 
may  deem  necessarv  in  administering  the  provisions  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That 
all  such  officers  and  employees,  except  attorneys,  economists,  experts,  and  persons 
in  the  employ  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  civil-service  laws  and  the 
Classification  Act  of  1923,  as  amended:  And  provided  further,  That  no  salary  in 
excess  of  $10,000  per  annum  shall  be  paid  to  any  such  person.]  may  (b)  make  such 
expenditures  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  in¬ 
cluding  personal  services  and  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere [, 
traveling  expenses  (including  the  purchase,  maintenance,  and  repair  of  passenger¬ 
carrying  vehicles),  supplies  and  equipment,  lawbooks,  books  of  reference,  direc¬ 
tories,  periodicals,  and  newspapers]. 

Sec.  [502]  402.  (a)  There  is  hereby ‘authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each 
fiscal  year  for  the  purposes  and  administration  of  this  Act[,  except  for  allotments 
in  the  Philippine  Islands  as  provided  in  subsection  (g)  of  section  205,  a  sum  not 
to  exceed  $55,000,000]  the  funds  necessary  to  make  the  payments  provided  for  in 
title  III  of  this  Act  and  such  other  amounts  as  the  Congress  determines  to  be  necessary 
for  such  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  the  other  provisions  of  the  Act. 

(b)  All  funds  available  for  carrying  out  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  allotment 
to  the  bureaus  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  for  transfer  to 
such  other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  as  the  Secretary  may  request,  to 
cooperate  or  assist  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

(c)  The  funds  made  available  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  Secretary  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal  year 
1948  are  also  hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary  for  purposes  of  administration 
of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  during  the  fiscal  year  1948. 

[Sec.  503.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  an  amount  equal  to  the 
amount  of  the  taxes  collected  or  accrued  under  title  IV  on  sugars  produced  from 
sugarcane  grown  in  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Philippine  Islands  which  are 
manufactured  in  or  brought  into  the  United  States  on  or  prior  to  June  30,  1947, 
minus  the  costs  of  collecting  such  taxes  and  the  estimates  of  amounts  of  refunds 
required  to  be  made  with  respect  to  such  taxes,  for  transfer  to  the  Government 
of  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Philippines  for  the  purpose  of  financing  a  program 
of  economic  adjustment  in  the  Philippines,  the  transfer  to  be  made  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  President  of  the  United  States  may  prescribe: 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  appropriations  herein  authorized  shall  be  paid  direct¬ 
ly  or  indirectly  for  the  production  or  processing  of  sugarcane  in  the  Philippine 
Islands.] 

Sec.  [504]  403.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such  orders  or  regu¬ 
lations,  which  shall  have  the  force  and  effect  of  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  powers  vested  in  him  by  this  Act.  Any  person  knowingly  violating  any 
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order  or  regulation  of  the  Secretary  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall,  upon  con¬ 
viction,  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $100  for  each  such  violation. 

( b )  Each  determination  issued  by  the  Secretary  in  connection  with  quotas  and  q 
deficits  under  title  II  or  payments  under  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  promptly  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  and  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  statement  of  the  bases  !« 
and  considerations  upon  which  such  determination  was  made. 

Sec.  [5053  404-  The  several  district  courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby  !i 
vested  with  jurisdiction  specifically  to  enforce,  and  to  prevent  and  restrain  any  I 
person  from  violating,  the  provisions  of  this  Act  or  of  any  order  or  regulation 
made  or  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act.  If  and  when  the  Secretary  shall  so  request,  jj 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their 
respective  districts,  to  institute  proceedings  to  enforce  the  remedies  and  to  collect  j 
the  penalties  and  forfeitures  provided  for  in  this  Act.  The  remedies  provided  for 
in  this  Act  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  exclusive  of,  any  of  the  remedies  or 
penalties  existing  at  law  or  in  equity. 

Sec.  [5063  405.  Any  person  who  knowingly  violates,  or  attempts  to  violate, 
or  who  knowingly  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of,  any  of  the  provisions 
of  section  209,  or  any  person  who  brings  or  imports  into  the  continental  United 
States  direct-consumption  sugar  after  the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  ^ 
been  filled,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  the  sum  equal  to  three  times  the  I 
market  value,  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  any  such  act,  (a)  of  that  quantity  ^ 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  by  which  any  quota,  pro-ration,  or  allotment  is  exceeded, 
or  (b)  of  that  quantity  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States  | 
after  the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  which  forfeiture  shall 
be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  [5073  406.  All  persons  engaged  in  the  manufacturing,  marketing,  or 
transportation  or  industrial  use  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  and  having  information 
which  the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  enable  him  to  administer  the  provisions  |'l 
of  this  Act,  shall,  upon  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  furnish  him  with  such  in¬ 
formation.  Any  person  willfully  failing  or  refusing  to  furnish  such  information 
or  furnishing  willfully  any  false  information,  shall  upon  conviction  be  subject  to 
a  penalty  of  not  more  than  $1,000  for  each  such  violation. 

Sec.  [5081  407.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in  any  official  capacity  in  the 
administration  of  this  Act,  invest  or  speculate  in  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  contracts 
relating  thereto,  or  the  stock  or  membership  interests  of  any  association  or 
corporation  engaged  in  the  production  or  manufacturing  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  i 
Any  person  violating  this  section  shall  upon  conviction  thereof  be  fined  not  more 
than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

Sec.  [5093  408.  Whenever  pursuant  (o  the  provisions  of  this  Act  the  President 
finds  and  proclaims  that  a  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with 
respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  he  shall  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation, 
except  as  provided  in  section  207  of  this  Act,  of  all  the  provisions  of  title  II  [or  III1 
above,  [which  he  determines  on  the  basis  of  such  findings  should  be  suspended! 
and,  thereafter,  the  operation  of  [any!  such  title  shall  continue  in  suspense  until  I 
the  President  finds  and  proclaims  that  the  facts  which  occasioned  such  suspension  I 
no  longer  exist.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  investigations  and  reports  thereon  ' 
to  the  President  as  may  be  necessary  to  aid  him  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

[Sec.  510.  The  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended, 
shall  cease  to  apply  to  sugar  upon  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  and  the  provisions 
of  Public  Resolution  Numbered  109,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved  June  , 
19,  1936,  are  hereby  repealed.! 

Sec.  [5113  409.  [In  order  to  facilitate  the  effectuation  of  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  "the  Secretary  is  authorized!  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  action 
is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  he  is  authorized,  if  first  requested 
by  individuals  or  associations  constituting  or  representing  a  substantial  proportion  of 
the  persons  affected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  to  make 
for  such  area  surveys  and  investigations  to  the  extent  he  deems  necessary,  including  : 
the  holding  of  public  hearings,  and  to  make  recommendations  with  respect  to  (a) 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  the  producers  and  processors  of 
sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area  and  (b)  the  terms  and  conditions  of  con¬ 
tracts  between  laborers  and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area. 
In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  information  shall  not  be  made  public 
with  respect  to  the  individual  operations  of  any  processor,  producer,  or  laborer. 

Sec.  [5123  410.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  relating  to  the  conditions  and  factors  affecting  the  methods  of 
accomplishing  most  effectively  the  purposes  of  this  Act  and  for  the  benefit  of 
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agriculture  generally  in  any  area.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  existing  law' 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  public  such  information  as  he  deems  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  [513]  41 1.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under  this  Act  shall 
terminate  on  December  31,  [1947]  1952,  except  that  the  Secretary  shall  have  tne 
power  to  make  payments  under  title  III  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop 
year  [1947]  1952,  and  previous  crop  years. 

Sec.  4-12.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  where  an  earlier  effective  date  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  herein,  shall  become  effective  January  1,  1948.  As  provided  in  section  518 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under  that  Act  shall 
terminate  on  December  31,  1947,  except  that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make 
payments  under  title  III  of  that  Act  under  programs  thereunder  applicable  to  the 
crop  year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 

Title  V — Amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  1 

CHAPTER  32 - SUGAR 

Sec.  3507.  Definitions. 

(b)  Manufactured  sugar. — The  term  “manufactured  sugar”  means  any 
sugar  derived  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  which  is  not  to  be,  and  which  shall 
not  be,  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality;  except  sugar  in  liquid 
form  which  contains  nonsugar  solids  (excluding  any  foreign  substance  that  may 
have  been  added  or  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to  more  than  6  per  centum  of 
the  total  soluble  solids,  and  except  also  sirup  of  cane  juice  produced  from  sugar¬ 
cane  grown  in  continental  United  States; 

The  grades  or  types  of  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  this  definition  shall  include, 
but  shall  not  be  limited  to,  granulated  sugar,  lump  sugar,  cube  sugar,  powdered 
sugar,  sugar  in  the  form  of  blocks,  cones,  or  molded  shapes,  confectioners’  sugar, 
washed  sugar,  centrifugal  sugar,  clarified  sugar,  turbinado  sugar,  plantation  white 
sugar,  muscovado  sugar,  refiners’  soft  sugar,  invert  sugar  mush,  raw  sugar,  sirups, 
molasses,  and  sugar  mixtures. 

Sec.  3508.  Termination  of  taxes. 

No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  on  the  manufacture,  use,  or  im¬ 
portation  of  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  after  June  30,  [1948] 
1953.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  8490  or  3500,  no  tax  shall  be 
imposed  under  this  chapter  with  respect  to  unsold  sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  on 
June  SO,  1953,  or  with  respect  to  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar 
held  in  customs  custody  or  control  on  such  date. 

With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  upon  which 
tax  imposed  under  section  8500  has  been  paid  and  which,  on  June  30,  1953,  are 
held  by  the  importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other  disposition,  there  shall  be  refunded 
( whhout  interest)  to  such  importer,  subject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Customs  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an  amount 
equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of 
sugar. 

i  The  provisions  of  see.  501  (a)  and  (b)  of  the  bill  amending  sections  3507  and  3508,  respectively,  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  are  to  become  effective  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  501  (c)  of  the  bill  upon  the  firs} 
day  of  the  second  month  following  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  12  (legislative  day,  July  10),  1947 
Read  twice  aiid  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 

July  17  (legislative  day,  July  16),  1947 
Reported  by  Mr.  Millikjn,  with  an  amendment 

[Insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States,  with  the  Terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign 
countries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugars  and 
of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry; 
to  promote  the  export  trade  of  the  United  States;  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Sugar  Act  of  1948”. 

4  TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

5  Sec.  101.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  except  title  V — 

6  (a)  The  term  “person”  means  an  individual  partner- 

7  ship,  corporation,  or  association. 
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(b)  The  term  “sugars”  means  any  grade  or  type  of 
saccharine  product  derived  from  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets, 
which  contains  sucrose,  dextrose,  or  levulose. 

(c)  The  term  “sugar”  means  raw  sugar  or  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar. 

(d)  The  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are 
principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  are  to  be  fur¬ 
ther  refined  or  improved  in  quality,  and  any  sugars  which 
are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure,  but  which  are  to 
be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality  to  pro¬ 
duce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(e)  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means  any 
sugars  which  are  principally  of  crystalline  structure  and 
which  are  not  to  be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved 
in  quality. 

(f)  The  term  “liquid  sugar”  means  any  sugars  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  sirup  of  cane  juice  produced  from  sugarcane  grown 
in  continental  United  States)  which  are  principally  not  of 
crystalline  structure  and  which  contain,  or  which  are  to 
be  used  for  the  production  of  any  sugars  principally  not 
of  crystalline  structure  which  contain,  soluble  nonsugar  solids 
(excluding  any  foreign  substances  that  may  have  been 
added  or  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to  6  per  centum 
or  less  of  the  total  soluble  solids. 
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(g)  Sugars  in  dry  amorphous  form  shall  be  considered 
to  be  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(h)  The  “raw  value'7  of  an}^  quantity  of  sugars  means 
its  equivalent  in  terms  of  ordinary  commercial  raw  sugar 
testing  ninety-six  sugar  degress  by  the  polariscope,  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  regulations  to  be  issued  by  the 
Secretary.  The  principal  grades  and  types  of  sugar  and 
liquid  sugar  shall  be  translated  into  terms  of  raw  value  in 
the  following  manner: 

(1)  Tor  direct-consumption  sugar,  derived  from  sugar 
beets  and  testing  ninety-two  or  more  sugar  degrees  by  the 
polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof 
by  1.07; 

(2)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing 
ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying 
the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  0.93 ; 

(3)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing 
more  than  ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by 
multiplying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  the  figure 
obtained  by  adding  to  0.93  the  result  of  multiplying  0.0175 
by  the  number  of  degrees  and  fractions  of  a  degree  of  polar¬ 
ization  above  ninety-two  degrees; 

(4)  For  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  testing  less  than  ninety- 
two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  dividing  the  num¬ 
ber  of  pounds  of  the  “total  sugar  content”  thereof  by  0.972. 
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(5)  The  Secretary  may  establish  rates  for  translating 
sugar  and  liquid  sugar  into  terms  of  raw  value  for  (a)  any 
grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  not  provided  for  in 
the  foregoing  and  (b)  any  special  grade  or  type  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  for  which  he  determines  that  the  raw  value 
cannot  be  measured  adequately  under  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graphs  (1)  to  (4) ,  inclusive,  of  this  subsection  (h). 

(i)  The  term  ‘Total  sugar  content”  means  the  sum  of 
the  sucrose  (Clerget)  and  reducing  or  invert  sugars  con¬ 
tained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(j)  The  term  “quota”,  depending  upon  the  context, 
means  ( 1 )  that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may 
be  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States, 
for  consumption  therein,  during  an}^  calendar  year,  from  the 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Pico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  a 
foreign  country  or  group  of  foreign  countries;  (2)  that 
quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  grown  in  the  continental  United  States  which, 
during  any  calendar  year,  may  be  shipped,  transported,  or 
marketed  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  competition  with 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce;  or  (3)  that  quantity  of 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be  marketed  in  the  Territory 
of  Hawaii  or  in  Puerto  Pico,  for  consumption  therein,  during 
any  calendar  year. 
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(k)  The  term  “producer”  means  a  person  who  is  the 
legal  owner,  at  the  time  of  harvest  or  abandonment,  of  a  por 
tion  or  all  of  a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a 
farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(l)  The  terms  “including”  and  “include”  shall  not 
be  deemed  to  exclude  anything  not  mentioned  but  otherwise 
within  the  meaning  of  the  term  defined. 

(m)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

TITLE  II— QUOTA  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each 
calendar  year,  beginning  with  the  calendar  year  1948,  the 
amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  continental  United  States;  such  determina¬ 
tions  shall  be  made  during  the  month  of  December  in  each 
year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year  (in  the  case  of  the 
calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  days  thereof)  and 
at  such  other  times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  deem  necessary  to  meet  such  requirements.  In 
making  such  determinations  the  Secretary  shall  use  as  a 
basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  distributed 
for  consumption,  as  indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  during  the  twelve-month  period 
ending  October  31  next  preceding  the  calendar  year  for 
which  the  determination  is  being  made,  and  shall  make 
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allowances  for  a  deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of 
sugar,  and  for  changes  in  consumption  because  of  changes 
in  population  and  demand  conditions,  as  computed  from 
statistics  published  by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government; 
and,  in  order  that  such  determinations  shall  be  made  so  as 
to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those  engaged 
in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  providing  such  supply  of 
sugar  as  will  be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  ex¬ 
cessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably 
maintain  and  protect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  in¬ 
dustry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any  such  determination, 
in  addition  to  the  consumption,  inventory,  population,  and 
demand  factors  above  specified  and  the  level  and  trend  of 
consumer  purchasing  power,  shall  take  into  consideration 
the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 
sugar  that  would  result  from  such  determination  and  the 
general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  as  compared  with 
the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined 
sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States 
obtaining  during  1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price 
control  of  sugar  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’  Price  Index 
as  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  made,  pursuant 
to  section  201,  of  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the 
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requirements  of  consumers,  the  Secretary  shall  establish 
quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

(a)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  by  apportion¬ 
ing  among  such  areas  4,268,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  as 
follows : 


Area 

Domestic  beet  sugar. 
Mainland  cane  sugar 

Hawaii _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Virgin  Islands _ 


Short  tODS,  raw  value 
___  1,800,000 
___  500,000 

___  1,052,000 
—  910, 000 

6,  000 


(b)  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  the  amount 


of  nine  hundred  and  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  as 
specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946. 


(c)  For  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  by  prorating  among  such  areas  an  amount 
of  sugar,  raw  value,  equal  to  the  amount  determined  pursuant 
to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant 
to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  following 


basis : 

Area  Per  centum 

Cuba _ 98.  64 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 

of  the  Philippines -  1.  36 

The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  among 
such  countries  on  the  basis  of  the  division  of  the  quota  for 
such  countries  made  in  General  Sugar  Quota  Regulations. 
Series  4,  Number  1,  issued  December  12,  1936,  pursuant 
to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended. 
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(d)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this  title 
II,  in  the  event  the  quota  established  for  Cuba,  including  any 
and  all  deficits  allotted  or  prorated  to  Cuba  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  204  (a),  shall  be  a  smaller  proportion 
of  the  total  amount  of  sugar  which  the  Secretary  determines 
is  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the 
continental  United  States  pursuant  to  section  201  of  this  Act, 
than  the  quota  which  would  have  been  established  for  Cuba 
upon  such  consumptive  estimate  under  the  provisions  of 
section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  quotas  for 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas  established  pursuant  to  the 
other  provisions  of  this  title  II  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata 
by  such  amounts  as  are  required  to  establish  such  quota  for 
Cuba  and  the  amounts  by  which  such  domestic  sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  quotas  are  so  reduced  shall  be  added  to  the  quota 
for  Cuba. 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign 
country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  the  nationals 
of  the  United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry, 
and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary  shall  have  au¬ 
thority  to  withhold  or  withdraw  any  increase  in  the  share 
of  the  domestic  consumption  requirements  provided  for 
such  country  by  this  Act  as  compared  with  the  share 
allowed  under  section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937: 
Provided,  That  any  amount  of  sugar  so  withheld  or  with- 
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1  drawn  shall  be  prorated  to  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of 

2  existing  quotas  for  such  areas  and  the  Secretary  shall  revise 

3  such  quotas  accordingly:  Provided  further,  That  any  portion 

4  of  such  amount  of  sugar  which  cannot  be  supplied  by 

5  domestic  areas  may  be  prorated  to  foreign  countries  other 

6  than  a  country  which  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  has  denied 

7  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  nationals  of  the  United  States. 

8  Sec.  203.  In  accordance  with  such  provisions  of  section 

9  201  as  he  deems  applicable,  the  Secretary  shall  also  deter- 

10  mine  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements 

11  of  consumers  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  and  in  Puerto  Rico, 

12  and  shall  establish  quotas  for  the  amounts  of  sugar  which 

13  may  be  marketed  for  local  consumption  in  such  areas  equal 

14  to  the  amounts  determined  to  be  needed  to  meet  the  require- 

15  ments  of  consumers  therein. 

16  Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  from  time  to  time 
11  during  the  calendar  }rear,  determine  whether,  in  view  of  the 
16  current  inventories  of  sugar,  the  estimated  production  from 

19  the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  planted,  the  normal 

20  marketings  within  a  calendar  year  of  new-crop  sugar,  and 

21  other  pertinent  factors,  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of 

22  the  Philippines,  or  Cuba,  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota 

23  for  such  area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area 

24  or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area  for 
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the  calendar  year  then  current,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for 
the  domestic  areas  and  Cuba  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar 
equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined  to  the  other  such  areas  on 
the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect:  Provided,  however, 
That  domestic  areas  shall  not  share  in  any  deficit  of  any  do¬ 
mestic  area  if  the  then  outstanding  determination  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  made  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the  Act  is  less  than 
seven  million  short  tons,  raw  value.  If  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  will  be  unable  to  market 
the  quota  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  then  current,  he 
shall  revise  the  quotas  for  Cuba  and  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  by  prorating 
an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined,  as 
follows : 


To  Cuba _ 95  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines _  5  per  centum 


Provided,  however,  That  whenever  the  quota  for  Cuba  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  other  than  section 
202  (d)  is  less  than  the  amount  required  by  the  provisions 
of  section  202  (d)  of  this  Act,  such  prorations  shall  be  as 
follows : 


To  Cuba -  98.  64  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines _  1.  36  per  centum 


Any  portion  of  such  Philippine  deficit  which  the  Secretary 
determines  cannot  be  supplied  by  Cuba  shall  be  prorated  to 
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foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines.  No  part  of  any  Philippine  deficit  so  prorated 
may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(b)  if,  on  the  1st  day  of  September  in  any  calendar 
year,  any  part  or  all  of  the  proration  to  any  foreign  country 
of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  established  under  the  provisions 
of  section  202  (c)  has  not  been  filled,  the  Secretary  may 
revise  the  proration  of  such  quota  among  such  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  by  allotting  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  such  unfilled 
proration  to  such  foreign  countries  as  have  filled  their 
prorations  of  such  quota  by  such  date. 

(c)  The  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines,  Cuba,  or  other  foreign  countries  as  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  shall  not  be  reduced 
by  reason  of  any  determination  of  a  deficit  existing  in  anj^ 
calendar  year  under  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and 
(b)  of  this  section  204. 

(d)  Any  proration  among  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  on  such  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
allotment  of  any  quota,  or  proration  thereof,  established  for 
any  area  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  is  necessary 
to  assure  an  orderly  and  adequate  flow  of  sugar  or  liquid 
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sugar  in  the  channels  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or 
to  prevent  disorderly  marketing  or  importation  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  or  to  maintain  a  continuous  and  stable  supply 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  afford  all  interested  persons 
an  equitable  opportunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
within  any  area’s  quota,  after  such  hearing  and  upon  such 
notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  he  shall  make  al¬ 
lotments  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof  by  allotting  to 
persons  who  market  or  import  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  for 
such  periods  as  he  may  designate,  the  quantities  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  which  each  such  person  may  market  in 
continental  United  States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  or  Puerto 
Eico,  or  may  import  or  bring  into  continental  United  States, 
for  consumption  therein.  Allotments  shall  be  made  in  such 
manner  and  in  such  amounts  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient, 
and  equitable  distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof, 
by  taking  into  consideration  the  processings  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  to  which  propor¬ 
tionate  shares,  determined  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (b)  of  section  302,  pertained;  the  past  market¬ 
ings  or  importations  of  each  such  person;  and  the  ability 
of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that  portion  of  such 
quota  or  proration  thereof  allotted  to  him.  The  Secretary 
may  also,  upon  such  hearing  and  notice  as  he  may  by 
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regulations  prescribe,  revise  or  amend  any  such  allotment 
upon  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  allotment  was  made. 

(b)  An  appeal  may  be  taken,  in  the  manner  here¬ 
inafter  provided  from  ai^  decision  making  such  allotments, 
or  revisions  thereof,  to  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  in  any  of  the  following  cases: 

(1)  By  any  applicant  for  an  allotment  whose  applica¬ 
tion  shall  have  been  denied. 

( 2 )  By  any  person  aggrieved  by  reason  of  any  decision 
of  the  Secretary  granting  or  revising  any  allotment  made 
to  him. 

(c)  Such  appeal  shall  be  taken  by  filing  with  said  court, 
within  twenty  days  after  the  decision  complained  of  is  effec¬ 
tive,  notice  in  writing  of  said  appeal  and  a  statement  of  the 
reasons  therefor,  together  with  proof  of  service  of  a  true  copy 
of  said  notice  and  statement  upon  the  Secretary.  Unless  a 
later  date  is  specified  by  the  Secretary  as  part  of  his  decision, 
the  decision  complained  of  shall  be  considered  to  be  effective 
as  of  the  date  on  which  public  announcement  of  the  decision 
is  made  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washing¬ 
ton.  The  Secretary  shall  thereupon,  and  in  any  event  not 
later  than  ten  days  from  the  date  of  such  service  upon  him, 
mail  or  otherwise  deliver  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal  to 
each  person  shown  by  the  records  of  the  Secretary  to  be 
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interested  in  such  appeal  and  to  have  a  right  to  intervene 
therein  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  and  shall  at  all 
times  thereafter  permit  any  such  person  to  inspect  and  make 
copies  of  appellants’  reasons  for  said  appeal  at  the  office  of 
the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washington.  Within  thirty  days 
after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  the  Secretary  shall  file  with  the 
court  the  originals  or  certified  copies  of  all  papers  and  evi¬ 
dence  presented  to  him  upon  the  hearing  involved,  a  like 
copy  of  his  decision  thereon,  a  full  statement  in  writing  of 
the  facts  and  grounds  for  his  decisions  as  found  and  given 
by  him  and  a  list  of  all  interested  persons  to  whom  he  has 
mailed  or  otherwise  delivered  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal. 

(d)  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal 
any  interested  person  may  intervene  and  participate  in  the 
proceedings  had  upon  said  appeal  by  filing  with  the  court  a 
notice  of  intention  to  intervene  and  a  verified  statement 
showing  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  such  party  together 
with  proof  of  service  of  true  copies  of  said  notice  and  state¬ 
ment,  both  upon  the  appellant  and  upon  the  Secretary.  Any 
person  who  would  be  aggrieved  or  whose  interests  would 
he  adversely  affected  by  reversal  or  modification  of  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Secretary  complained  of  shall  he  considered  an 
interested  party. 

(e)  At  the  earliest  convenient  time  the  court  shall 
hear  and  determine  the  appeal  upon  the  record  before  it, 
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1  and  shall  have  power,  upon  such  record,  to  enter  a  judgment 

2  affirming  or  reversing  the  decision,  and  if  it  enters  an  order 

3  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  it  shall  remand  the 

4  case  to  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  the  judgment  of  the 

5  court:  Provided,  however ,  That  the  review  by  the  court 

6  shall  be  limited  to  questions  of  law  and  that  findings  of  fact 

7  by  the  Secretary,  if  supported  by  substantial  evidence,  shah 

8  be  conclusive  unless  it  shall  clearly  appear  that  the  findings 

9  of  the  Secretary  are  arbitrary  or  capricious.  The  court’s 
19  judgment  shall  be  final,  subject,  however,  to  review  by  the 

11  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  upon  writ  of  certiorari 

12  on  petition  therefor,  under  section  240  of  the  Judicial  Code. 

13  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  28,  sec.  347),  by  appellant, 

14  by  the  Secretary,  or  by  any  interested  party  intervening  in 

15  the  appeal. 

Id  (f)  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  enter  judgment 

17  for  costs  in  favor  of  or  against  an  appellant,  and  other 

18  interested  parties  intervening  in  said  appeal,  but  not  against 

19  the  Secretary,  depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  issues  in- 

20  volved  in  such  appeal  and  the  outcome  thereof. 

21  Sec.  206.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  207  and 

22  408  relating  to  the  suspension  of  quotas,  sugar  quotas  shall 

23  be  established  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  the  calendar  year  1948 

24  within  ten  days  after  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

25  Sec.  207.  (a)  Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand 
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six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota 
for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct- 
consumption  sugar. 

(b)  Not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twent}^-six  thou¬ 
sand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for 
Puerto  Pico  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct- 
consumption  sugar. 

(c)  None  of  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands  for  any 
calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  Not  more  than  fifty-six  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar 
of  the  quota  for  the  Pepuhlic  of  the  Philippines  for  any 
calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar 
as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of 
1946. 

(e)  Not  more  than  three  hundred  and  seventy-five 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Cuba  for 
any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the 
quotas  established  under  section  203  for  marketing  for  local 
consumption  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Pico. 

(g)  The  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas 
established  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  the  enforcement 
provisions  of  title  II  applicable  thereto,  shall  continue  in 
effect  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  suspension  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  408  of  this  Act  unless  the  President 
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1  acting  thereunder  specifically  finds  and  proclaims  that  a 

2  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect 

3  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  requires  the  suspension  of 

4  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas. 

5  Sec.  208.  Quotas  for  liquid  sugar  for  foreign  countries 
G  for  each  calendar  year  are  hereby  established  as  follows: 

In  terms  of  wine  gallons  of 

Country  72%  total  sugar  content 

Cuba _  7, 970, 558 

Dominican  Republic _  830,  894 

Other  foreign  countries _  0 

7  Sec.  209.  All  persons  are  hereby  prohibited — 

8  (a)  From  bringing  or  importing  into  the  continental 

9  United  States  from  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 

10  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  foreign  countries,  (1)  any  sugar  or 

11  liquid  sugar  after  the  applicable  quota,  or  the  proration  of 

12  any  such  quota,  has  been  filled,  or  (2)  any  direct-con- 

13  sumption  sugar  after  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  any 

14  such  quota  has  been  filled ; 

15  (b)  From  shipping,  transporting,  or  marketing  in  in- 

16  terstate  commerce,  or  in  competition  with  sugar  or  liquid 

17  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  or 

18  foreign  commerce,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from 

19  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  either  the  domestic-beet- 

20  sugar  area  or  the  mainland  cane-sugar  area  after  the  quota 

21  for  such  area  has  been  filled; 

22  (c)  From  marketing  in  either  the  Territory  of  Hawaii 


H.  R.  4075 - 3 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


18 


or  Puerto  Rico,  for  consumption  therein,  any  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  after  the  quota  therefor  has  been  filled; 

(d)  Prom  exceeding  allotments  of  any  quota,  direct- 
consumption  portion  of  any  quota,  or  proration  of  any 
quota,  made  to  them  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  determinations  provided  for  in  sec¬ 
tions  201  and  203,  and  all  quotas,  prorations,  and  allot¬ 
ments,  except  quotas  established  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  section  208,  shall  be  made  or  established  in  terms  of  raw 
value. 

(b)  Por  the  purposes  of  this  title,  liquid  sugar,  except 
that  imported  from  foreign  countries,  shall  be  included  with 
sugar  in  making  the  determinations  provided  for  in  sec¬ 
tions  201  and  203  and  in  the  establishment  or  revision  of 
quotas,  prorations,  and  allotments. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  raw- value  equivalent  of  any  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  in  any  form,  including  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
in  manufactured  products,  exported  from  the  continental 
United  States  under  the  provisions  of  section  313  of  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  be  credited  against  any  charges 
which  shall  have  been  made  in  respect  to  the  applicable 
quota  or  proration  for  the  country  of  origin.  The  country 
of  origin  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  respect  to  which  any 
credit  shall  he  established  shall  be  that  country  in  respect 
to  importation  from  which  draw-back  of  the  exported  sugar 
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1  or  liquid  sugar  has  been  claimed.  Sugar  or  liquid  sugar 

2  entered  into  the  continental  United  States  under  an  appli- 

3  cable  bond  established  pursuant  to  orders  or  regulations 

4  issued  by  the  Secretary,  for  the  express  purpose  of  subse- 

5  quently  exporting  the  equivalent  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid 

6  sugar  as  such,  or  in  manufactured  articles,  shall  not  be 

7  charged  against  the  applicable  quota  or  proration  for  the 

8  country  of  origin. 

9  (b)  Exportation  within  the  meaning  of  sections  309 

10  and  313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  be  considered  to  be 

11  exportation  within  the  meaning  of  this  section. 

12  (c)  The  quota  established  for  any  domestic  sugar- 

13  producing  area  may  be  filled  only  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 

14  produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  such  area : 

15  Provided,  however,  That  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  admitted 
10  free  of  duty  from  the  Virgin  Islands  under  the  Act  of  Con- 

17  gress,  approved  March  3,  1917  (39  Stat.  1133),  may  be 

18  admitted  within  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands. 

19  Sec.  212.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  apply  to 

20  (1)  the  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid 

21  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 

22  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year; 

22  (2)  the  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid 

21  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 
25  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year 
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for  religions,  sacramental,  educational,  or  experimental  pur¬ 
poses;  (3)  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  coun¬ 
try,  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 
in  individual  sealed  containers  of  such  capacity  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  determine,  not  in  excess  of  one  and  one-tenth 
gallons  each;  or  (4)  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported, 
brought  into,  or  produced  or  manufactured  in  the  United 
States  for  the  distillation  of  alcohol,  or  for  livestock  feed, 
or  for  the  production  of  livestock  feed. 

TITLE  III— CONDITIONAL-PAYMENT 
PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  the  following  conditions  with  respect  to  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  the  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar: 

(a)  That  no  child  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  shall 
have  been  employed  or  permitted  to  work  on  the  farm, 
whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  person,  in  the 
production, .  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  a  crop  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  with  respect  to  which  application  for 
payment  is  made,  except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family 
of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40 
per  centum  of  the  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  per¬ 
formed;  and  that  no  child  between  the  ages  of  fourteen  and 
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1  sixteen  years  shall  have  been  employed  or  permitted  to  do 

2  such  work,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other  per- 

3  son,  for  a  longer  period  than  eight  hours  in  any  one  day, 

4  except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family  of  a  person  who 

5  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40  per  centum  of  the 

6  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  performed.  The  Secretary 

7  is  authorized  to  make  payments,  notwithstanding  a  failure 

8  to  comply  with  the  conditions  provided  in  this  subsection, 
0  but  the  payments  made  with  respect  to  any  crop  shall  be 

10  subject  to  a  deduction  of  $10  for  each  child  for  each  day, 

11  or  a  portion  of  a  day,  during  which  such  child  was  employed 

12  or  permitted  to  work  contrary  to  the  foregoing  provisions 

13  of  this  subsection. 

14  (b)  That  there  shall  not  have  been  marketed  (or 

15  processed)  an  amount  (in  terms  of  planted  acreage,  weight, 
Id  or  recoverable  sugar  content)  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
11  grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for  the  production  of  sugar  or 
13  liquid  sugar  to  be  marketed  in,  or  so  as  to  compete  with  or 
19  otherwise  directly  affect  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  in 
29  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm,  as  determined 

21  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302, 

22  of  the  total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to 

23  be  processed  to  enable  the  area  in  which  such  sugar  beets 

24  or  sugarcane  are  produced  to  meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a 

25  normal  carry-over  inventory)  as  estimated  by  the  Secretary 
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for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which  the  larger 
part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop  normally 
would  he  marketed. 

(c)  (1)  That  all  persons  employed  on  the  farm  in  the 
production,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  with  respect  to  which  an  application  for  payment 
is  made  shall  have  been  paid  in  full  for  all  such  work,  and 
shall  have  been  paid  wages  therefor  at  rates  not  less  than 
those  that  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable  after  investigation  and  due  notice  and  opportunity 
for  public  hearing;  and  in  making  such  determinations  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  standards  therefor 
formerly  established  by.  him  under  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  differences  in  conditions 
among  various  producing  areas:  Provided,  however,  That 
a  payment  which  would  be  payable  except  for  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  subparagraph  may  be  made,  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  determine,  in  such  manner  that  the  laborer  will 
receive  an  amount,  insofar  as  such  payment  will  suffice, 
equal  to  the  amount  of  the  accrued  unpaid  wages  for  such 
work,  and  that  the  producer  will  receive  the  remainder,  if 
any,  of  such  payment. 

(2)  That  the  producer  on  the  farm  who  is  also,  directly 
or  indirectly  a  processor  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  as  may 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  shall  have  paid,  or  con- 
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tracted  to  pay  under  either  purchase  or  toll  agreements, 
for  any  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  by  other  producers 
and  processed  by  him  at  rates  not  less  than  those  that  may 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable 
after  investigation  and  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  public 
hearing. 

(3)  Subparagraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  (c) 
shall  apply ,  and  the  Secretary  shall  make  determinations 
thereunder,  with  respect  to  any  domestic  sugar-producing 
area  only  (i)  if  producers  in  such  area,  who  are  also 
processors,  produce  in  excess  of  5  per  centum  of  the  total 
production  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  in  such  area,  and  also 
(ii)  if  request  for  such  determinations  is  first  made  by 
persons  constituting,  or  representing,  a  substantial  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  producers,  processors,  or  laborers  in  such  area 
who  would  be  affected  by  such  determinations:  Provided, 
however,  That  in  the  case  of  the  mainland,  cane-sugar  area, 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection  (c)  shall  apply  separately 
to  the  States  of  Florida  and  Louisiana. 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
with  respect  to  which  payment  may  he  made  shall  be  the 
amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  from  the  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  marketed  (or  processed  by 
the  producer)  not  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the 
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farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  quantity  of 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  required  to  be  processed  to  enable  the  producing  area 
in  which  the  crop  of  sugar  heets  or  sugarcane  is  grown  to 
meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory) 
estimated  by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year 
during  which  the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from 
such  crop  normally  would  be  marketed. 

(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary  may  take  into  consideration 
the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
marketed  (or  processed)  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  and  the  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane,  ana  the  Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect 
the  interests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the 
interests  of  producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants, 
adherent  planters,  or  share  croppers. 

(c)  Payments  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  sugar  beets 
and  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  commencing  with  the  crop 
year  1948. 

Sec.  303.  In  addition  to  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  with  respect  to  which  payments  are  authorized  under 
subsection  (a)  of  section  302,  the  Secretary  is  also  author¬ 
ized  to  make  payments,  on  the  conditions  provided  in  section 
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301,  with  respect  to  bona  fide  abandonment  of  planted  acre¬ 
age  and  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage,  resulting  from 
drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze,  disease,  or  insects,  which  cause 
such  damage  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  crop  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  in  the  same  factory  district  (as  established 
tty  the  Secretary ) ,  county,  parish,  municipality,  or  local  pro¬ 
ducing  area,  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary,  on  the  following  quantities  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar :  ( 1 )  With  respect  to  such  bona  fide  abandon¬ 
ment  of  each  planted  acre  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  one- 
third  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recoverable  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  per  acre  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary;  and  (2)  with  respect  to  such  crop  deficiencies  of 
harvested  acreage  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  the  excess  of 
80  per  centum  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recover¬ 
able  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  for  such  acreage  for  the  farm,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretaty,  over  the  actual  yield. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  The  amount  of  the  base  rate  of  payment 
shall  be  80  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar,  raw  value. 

(b)  All  payments  shall  be  calculated  with  respect  to 
a  farm  which,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  shall  be  a  farm¬ 
ing  unit  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary,  and  in  making  such  determinations,  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  use  of  common 
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work  stock,  equipment,  labor,  management,  and  other  per¬ 
tinent  factors. 

(c)  The  total  payment  with  respect  to  a  farm  shall  be 
the  product  of  the  base  rate  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  multiplied  by  the  amount  of  sugar  and  liquid 
sugar,  raw  value,  with  respect  to  which  payment  is  to  he 
made,  except  that  reduction  shall  be  made  from  such  total 
payment  in  accordance  with  the  following  scale  of  reductions : 


That  portion  of  the  quantity  of 
sugar  and  liquid  sugar  which  is 
included  within  the  following  in¬ 
tervals  of  short  tons,  raw  value 

350  to  700 _ u 

700  to  1,000 _ 

1,000  to  1,500 _ 

1,500  to  3,000 _ 

3,000  to  6,000 _ 

6,000  to  12,000 _ 

12,000  to  30,000 _ 

More  than  30,000 _ 


Reduction  in  the  base  rate 
of  payment  per  hundred¬ 
weight  of  such  portion 

_ $0.05 

_  .  10 

_  .20 

_  .  25 

_  .  275 

_  .  30 

_  .  325 

_  .50 


(d)  Application  for  payment  shall  be  made  by,  and 


payments  shall  be  made  to,  the  producer  or,  in  the  event 
of  his  death,  disappearance,  or'  mcompetency,  his  legal 


representative,  or  heirs:  Provided,  however,  That  all  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  farm  shall  signify  in  the  application  for  pay¬ 
ment  the  percentage  of  the  total  payment  with  respect  to 
the  farm  to  be  made  to  each  producer :  And  provided  further, 
That  payments  may  be  made,  (1)  in  the  event  of  the 
death,  disappearance,  or  incompetency  of  a  producer,  to 
such  beneficiary  as  the  producer  may  designate  in  the 
application  for  payment;  (2)  to  one  producer  of  a  group  of 
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two  or  more  producers,  provided  all  producers  on  the  farm 
designate  such  producer  in  the  application  for  payment  as 
sole  recipient  for  their  benefit  of  the  payment  with  respect 
to  the  farm;  or  (3)  to  a  person  who  is  not  a  producer,  pro¬ 
vided  such  person  controls  the  land  included  within  the 
farm  with  respect  to  which  the  application  for  payment  is 
made  and  is  designated  by  the  sole  producer  (or  all  pro¬ 
ducers)  on  the  farm,  as  sole  recipient  for  his  or  their  benefit, 
of  the  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm. 

Sec.  305.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  titles  II 
and  III  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  utilize 
local  committees  of  sugar  beet  or  sugarcane  producers,  State 
and  county  agricultural  conservation  committees,  or  the 
Agricultural  Extension  Service  and  other  agencies,  and  the 
Secretary  may  prescribe  that  all  or  a  part  of  the  expenses  of 
such  committees  may  be  deducted  from  the  payments  herein 
authorized. 

Sec.  306.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis  for  any  pay¬ 
ment,  or  the  amount  thereof  authorized  to  be  made  under 
this  title,  officially  determined  in  conformity  with  rules  or 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  reviewable 
only  by  the  Secretary,  and  his  determinations  with  respect 
thereto  shall  be  final  and  conclusive. 

Sec.  307.  This  title  shall  apply  to  the  continental  United 


28 


1  States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 

2  Virgin  Islands. 

3  TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

4  Sec.  401.  Eor  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 

5  may  make  such  expenditures  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry 

6  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  including  personal  services 
I  and  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere. 

8  Sec.  402.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appro- 

9  priated  for  each  fiscal  year  for  the  purposes  and  administra- 

10  tion  of  this  Act  the  funds  necessary  to  make  the  payments 

11  provided  for  in  title  III  of  this  Act  and  such  other  amounts 

12  as  the  Congress  determines  to  be  necessary  for  such  fiscal 

13  year  to  cany  out  the  other  provisions  of  the  Act. 

11  (b)  All  funds  available  for  carrying  out  this  Act  shall 

15  be  available  for  allotment  to  the  bureaus  and  offices  of  the 

16  Department  of  Agriculture  and  for  transfer  to  such  other 
II  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  as  the  Secretary  may 

18  request  to  cooperate  or  assist  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 

19  of  this  Act. 

29  (c)  The  funds  made  available  for  the  purpose  of 

21  enabling  the  Secretary  to  cany  into  effect  the  provisions 

22  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal 

23  year  1948  are  also  hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary 

24  for  purposes  of  administration  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act 

25  during  the  fiscal  year  1948. 
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Sec.  403.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such 
orders  or  regulations,  which  shall  have  the  force  and  effect 
of  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  powers  vested 
in  him  by  this  Act.  Any  person  knowingly  violating  any 
order  or  regulation  of  the  Secretary  issued  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall,  upon  conviction,  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  $100  for  each  such  violation. 

(b)  Each  determination  issued  by  the  Secretary  in  con¬ 
nection  with  quotas  and  deficits  under  title  II  or  payments 
under  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  promptly  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  statement 
of  the  bases  and  considerations  upon  which  such  determina¬ 
tion  was  made. 

Sec.  404.  The  several  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  are  hereby  vested  with  jurisdiction  specifically  to  en¬ 
force,  and  to  prevent  and  restrain  any  person  from  violating, 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  or  of  any  order  or  regulation  made 
or  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act.  If  and  when  the  Secretary 
shall  so  request,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district 
attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their  respective  districts, 
to  institute  proceedings  to  enforce  the  remedies  and  to  collect 
the  penalties  and  forfeitures  provided  for  in  this  Act.  The 
remedies  provided  for  in  this  Act  shall  he  in  addition  to,  and 
not  exclusive  of,  any  of  the  remedies  or  penalties  existing  at 
law  or  in  equity. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


30 


Sec.  405.  Any  person  who  knowingly  violates,  or  at¬ 
tempts  to  violate,  or  who  knowingly  participates  or  aids 
in  the  violation  of,  any  of  the  provisions  of  section  209,  or 
any  person  who  brings  or  imports  into  the  continental  United 
States  direct-consumption  sugar  after  the  quantities  specified 
in  section  207  have  been  filled,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United 
States  the  sum  equal  to  three  times  the  market  value,  at 
the  time  of  the  commission  of  any  such  act,  (a)  of  that 
quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  by  which  any  quota,  pro¬ 
ration,  or  allotment  is  exceeded,  or  (b)  of  that  quantity 
brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States  after 
the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  which 
forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  All  persons  engaged  in  the  manufacturing, 
marketing,  or  transportation  or  industrial  use  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  and  having  information  which  the  Secretary 
deems  necessary  to  enable  him  to  administer  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  shall,  upon  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  fur¬ 
nish  him  with  such  information.  Any  person  willfully  fail¬ 
ing  or  refusing  to  furnish  such  information  or  furnishing 
willfully  any  false  information,  shall  upon  conviction  be 
subject  to  a  penahy  of  not  more  than  $1,000  for  each  such 
violation. 

Sec.  407.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in  an}^  official 
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capacity  in  the  administration  of  this  Act,  invest  or  speculate 
in  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  contracts  relating  thereto,  or  the 
stock  or  membership  interests  of  any  association  or  corpora¬ 
tion  engaged  in  the  production  or  manufacturing  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar.  Any  person  violating  this  section  shall 
upon  conviction  thereof  he  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

Sec.  408.  Whenever  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  the  President  finds  and  proclaims  that  a  national  eco¬ 
nomic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar,  he  shall  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation, 
except  as  provided  in  section  207  of  this  Act,  of  all  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  II  above,  and,  thereafter,  the  operation  of  such 
title  shall  continue  in  suspense  until  the  President  finds  and 
proclaims  that  the  facts  which  occasioned  such  suspension  no 
longer  exist.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  investigations 
and  reports  thereon  to  the  President  as  may  be  necessary  to 
aid  him  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  409.  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
action  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  Act, 
he  is  authorized,  if  first  requested  by  persons  constituting 
or  representing  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  persons 
affected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic  sugar-producing 
areas,  to  make  for  such  area  surveys  and  investigations  to 
the  extent  he  deems  necessary,  including  the  holding  of  public 
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hearings,  and  to  make  recommendations  with  respect  to  (a) 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  the  producers 
and  processors  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area  and 
(b)  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  laborers 
and  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area.  In 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  information  shall 
not  be  made  public  with  respect  to  the  individual  operations 
of  any  processor,  producer,  or  laborer. 

Sec..  410.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  conduct  sur¬ 
veys,  investigations,  and  research  relating  to  the  conditions 
and  factors-  affecting  the  methods  of  accomplishing  most 
effectively  the  purposes  of  this  Act  and  for  the  benefit  of 
agriculture  generally  in  any  area.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  existing  law,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make 
public  such  information  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  411.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under 
this  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1952,  except 
that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 
title  III  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1952  and 
previous  crop  years. 

Sec.  412.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  where  an 
earlier  effective  date  is  provided  for  herein,  shall  become 
effective  January  1,  1948.  As  provided  in  section  513  of 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary 
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under  that  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1947,  except 
that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 
title  III  of  that  Act  under  programs  thereunder  applicable 
to  the  crop  year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 

TITLE  V— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  INTERNAL 

REVENUE  CODE 

Sec.  501.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3507  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  (relating  to  the  definition  of  “manu¬ 
factured  sugar”)  is  amended  by  inserting  in  the  parenthesis 
after  the  word  “added”  therein  the  following:  “or  developed 
in  the  product”. 

(b)  Section  3508  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  (relat¬ 
ing  to  termination  of  taxes)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“SEC.  3508.  TERMINATION  OF  TAXES. 

“No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  on  the 
manufacture,  use,  or  importation  of  sugar  or  articles  com¬ 
posed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  after  June  30,  1953.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  3490  or  3500,  no  tax 
shall  he  imposed  under  this  chapter  with  respect  to  unsold 
sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  on  June  30,  1953,  or  with 
respect  to  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar 
held  in  customs  custody  or  control  on  such  date. 

With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief 
value  of  sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed  under  section  3500 
has  been  paid  and  which,  on  June  30,  1953,  are  held  by  the 
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importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other  disposition,  there 
shall  be  refunded  (without  interest)  to  such  importer,  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Customs  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar 
or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar.” 

(c)  The  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
provided  for  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  upon  the 
first  day  of  the  second  month  following  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  11,  1947. 

Attest:  JOHN  ANDREWS, 

Clerk. 
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Senate 


ye  Senate  met  at  12  o’clock  meridian, 
on  thK  expiration  of  the  recess. 

Rev/Clarence  Cranford,  D.  D.,  minis¬ 
ter,  Calvary  Baptist  Church,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  c\offered  the  following  prayer: 

We  thank  Thee,  our  Father,  for  Thy 
leadership  iirttre  past.  We  pray  for  that 
leadership  in  me  present.  Save  us  from 
disillusionment \pd  despair.  Help  us  to 
envision  a  worl\  in  which  men '  are 
united — in  which  there  are  liberty  and 
justice  for  all — in  which  the  curse  of  war 
is  no  more.  We  may  not  enter  that  kind 
of  a  world  in  oqr  generation,  but,  please 
God,  when  we  fall,  we  w^l  fall  with  our 
faces  toward  it. 

We  pray  in  Jesus’  name.  \£men. 

THfe  JOURNAL 

On  request  of  Mr.  White,  and\y  unan¬ 
imous  consent,  the  reading  of  tnW  Jour¬ 
nal  of  the  proceedings  of  Wednesday, 
July  16,  1947,  was  dispensed  with.t^nd 
'the  Journal  was  approved. 

MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  in  writing  from  the  Presi-’ 
dent  of  the  United  States  were  commu¬ 
nicated  to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Miller,  one 
of  his  secretaries. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Re»fe- 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Farrell,  its  enrolling 
clerk,  announced  that  the  House  had 
passed  the  bill  (S.  526)  to  promote  the 
progress  of  science;  to  advancf  the  na¬ 
tional  health,  prosperity,  anfl  welfare; 
to  secure  the  national  defuse;  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  an  amendment  in 
which  it  requested  the  cojrcurrence  of  the 
Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  disagree<yro  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3756) 
making  appropriations  for  Government 
corporations  surfa  independent  execu¬ 
tive  agencies  /or  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  194(C  and  for  other  purposes; 
agreed  to  Jme  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate  oy the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr.  Ploe- 
ser,  Mr  Jensen,  Mr.  Schwabe  of  Okla¬ 
homa*;  Mr.  Coudert,  Mr.  Mahon,  Mr. 
Go 9®,  and  Mr.  Whitten  were  appointed 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the 
inference. 


lative  day  of  Wednesday,  July  16,  1947 ) 

The  message  further  announced  that' 
the  House  had  disagreed  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H..  R. 
3818)  to  amend  the  Federal  Insurance 
Contributions  Act  with  respect  totfates 
of  tax  on  employers  and  employees,  and 
for  other  purposes;  agreed  tojffie  con¬ 
ference  asked  b;  the  Senate  qh  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houjtfes  thereon, 
and  that  Mr.  Reed  of  Nqw  York,  Mr. 
Kean,  Mr.  Mason,  Mr.  DpfGELL,  and  Mr. 
Mills  were  appointed  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  at  tfie  conference. 

The  message  also  jmnounced  that  the 
House  had  passed  jrbill  (H.  R.  3997)  to 
exclude  certain  vendors  of  newspapers  or 
magazines  fromycertain  provisions  of  the 
Social  SecurityAct  and  Internal  Revenue 
Code,  in  whim  it  requested  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  thfifSenate. 

TRANSACTION  OF  ROUTINE  BUSINESS 


By  unanimous  consent,  the  following 
routine  business  was  transacted : 

ECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS,  ETC. 

bhe  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
bre  the  Senate  the  following  letters, 
rich  were  referred  as  indicated: 

Consular-Type  Functions  of  Secretary  of 
State 

A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State,  trans¬ 
mitting^  draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  au¬ 
thorize  tnW  Secretary  of  State  to  perform  cer¬ 
tain  consular-type  functions  within  the 
United  Statek  its„  Territories  and  possessions 
(with  an  accompanying  paper);  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations. 


Extension  of 


BdeHal-Aid  Road  Act  to 
laska 


A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
transmitting  a  draft  <3f  proposed  legislation 
to  extend  the  FederalVUd  Road  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916,  as  aAj^nded  and  supple¬ 
mented,  to  Alaska,  to  transfer  certain  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  ofkthe  Interior  to 
the  Public  Roads  Administration,  and  for 
other  purposes  (with  an  Accompanying 
paper) ;  to  the  Committee  on  PtShlic  Works. 

Cancellation  of  Certain  Debts  ok  Indians 
A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  transmitting,  pursuant  to\w,  a 
copy  of  his  order  canceling  certain  charges 
existing  as  debts  due  the  United  States'Ll  y 
Individual  Indians  and  tribes  of  Indian 
(with  accompanying  papers);  to  the  Com-N 
mittee  on  Public  Lands. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committee^ 
w'fcre  submitted: 

B^yMr.  BROOKS,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules Sand  Administration : 

S.  ResSJ42.  Resolution  increasing  tfie  limit 
of  expenditures  by  the  Committee/on  Rules 
and  Administration  t°r  the  enuirfoyment  of 
temporary  assistants  and  maktng  certain  ex¬ 
penditures;  without  amendment. 

By  Mr.  McCLEhLAN,  frojn  the  Committee 
on  Expenditures  the/Executive  Depart¬ 
ments  : 

S.  1582.  A  bill  relatklfkto  the  sale  of  Paxon 
Field,  Duval  Count^;  FHy;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  NOy/574). 

By  Mr.  MILLHUN,  from  tfi^Committee  on 
Finance:  /  _ 

H.  R.  3444/A  bill  to  amend  section  251  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  575). 

By  yL r.  MCCARTHY,  from  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency:  \ 

T429.  A  bill  to  amend  Public  Law  66, 
^venty-ninth  Congress,  approved  June  2», 
1945:  with  an  amendment .  (Rent.  No,  J76.L.- 

PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
.  FINANCE  TO  FILE  REPORT 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  file  a  report  from 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance,  up  to 
midnight  tonight,  dealing  with  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  proposed  sugar  legislation. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  is  granted. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN  subsequently,  from  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  to  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  the  bill  (H.  R.  4075)  to  regulate 
commerce  among  the  several  States,  with 
the  Territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States,  and  with  foreign  coun¬ 
tries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consum¬ 
ers  of  sugars  and  of  those  engaged  in  the 
domestic  sugar-producing  industry;  to 
promote  the  export  trade  of  the  United 
States;  and  for  other  purposes,  reported 
it  with  an  amendment  and  submitted  a 
report  (No.  578)  thereon. 

- roiWT'CORlMlTrEE"rO  INVESTIGATE 

HOUSING 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Ml-.  President,  to¬ 
day  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency  ordered  that  Senate  Concur¬ 
rent  Resolution  25,  establishing  a  joint 
committee  to  investigate  the  entire  hous¬ 
ing  field,  a  resolution  sponsored  by  myself 
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ahd  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
ReVercomb],  be  reported  favorably.  The 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Spark¬ 
man]  'was  of  great  help  in  drafting 
amendments  and  working  with  us  on  the 
resolution.  It  is  a  completely  nonpo¬ 
litical  and\onpartisan  measure.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  name  of  the 
Senator  from 'Alabama  be  added  to  the 
list  of  sponsors\f  the  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution. 

The  PRESIDENTVro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  name  of  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sswrkman]  will  be 
added  as  a  sponsor  of  vhe  concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  from  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  report  favorably  withVmend- 
ments  the  concurrent  resolution  Con. 
Res.  25)  establishing  a  joint  commitr^e  to 
investigate  the  entire  housing  field,  apd 
I  submit  a  report  (No.  577)  thereon. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With-' 
out  objection,  the  report  will  be  received, 
and,  under  the  rule,  the  concurrent  res¬ 
olution  will  be  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration. 

BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills  and  a  joint  resolution  were  intro¬ 
duced,  read  the  first  time,  and,  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  the  second  time,  and  re¬ 
ferred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  AIKEN : 

S.  1648.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  expenditure 
of  income  from  Federal  Prison  Industries, 
Inc.,  for  training  of  Federal  prisoners;  to 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Departments. 

By  Mr.  SALTONSTALL: 

S.  1649.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  payment  of 
certain  claims  for  medical  care  and  treat¬ 
ment  of  personnel  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Marine 
Corps.  Coast  Guard,  Coast  and  Geodetic 
Survey,  and  Public  Health  Service  furnished 
other  than  by  activities  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment;  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

S.  1650.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  George 
Krinopolis;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

By  Mr.  CAPEHART  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Jenner)  : 

S.  1651.  A  bill  to  amend  the  General  Bridg 
Act  of  1946;  to  the  Committee  on  f*bbl 
Works.  .f 

(Mr.  BRIDGES  (for  himself,  Mr.  Barkley, 
Mr.  Butler.  Mr.  Cain,  Mr.  Capehart;  Mr. 
Dworshak,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr.  F I.T.LRTGUT .  Mr. 
Hill,  Mr.  Jenner,  Mr.  Johnson  of  > Colorado, 
Mr.  Knowland,  Mr.  Martin,  Miy  Maybank, 
Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Revercomb,  Mr.  {Zanders,  Mr. 
Ferguson,  and  Mr.  Hawses)  introduced  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1652,  to  promote  .  ‘maximum  em¬ 
ployment,  business  opportunities,  and  ca¬ 
reers  for  veterans  in  a  free!  competitive  econ¬ 
omy,  which  was  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Public, -Welfare,  and  appears 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  CAPEHART: 

S.  1653.  A  bill  ,  to  control  the  export  to 
foreign  countries  of  gasoline  and  petroleum 
products  from  the  United  States;  to  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce. 

(Mr.  MAGNUSON  (for  himself,  Mr.  Morse, 
Mr.  Langer,  Mr.  Taylor,  Mr.  Young,  Mr. 
Murray,  Mr.  Chavez,  and  Mr.  Myers)  intro¬ 
duced  Senate  Joint  Resolution  149,  relating 
to  Palestine,  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations,  and  appears 
under  a  separate  heading.) 


ATTENDANCE.  OF  MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESS 

AT  MEETING  OF  EMPIRE  PARLIAMEN¬ 
TARY  ASSOCIATION  IN  THE  BAHAMAS 

Mr.  VANDENBERC  submitted  the  fol¬ 
lowing  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  26) ,  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  concurring).  That  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  hereby 
accept  the  invitations  tendered  by  the  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  legislative  council  and  the 
speaker  of  the  House  of  Assembly  of  the 
Bahamas  Government  to  have  four  Members 
of  the  Senate  and  four  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  attend  a  meeting 
of  the  Empire  Parliamentary  Association  to 
be  held  in  the  Bahamas  beginning  December 
28,  1947.  The  President  pro  tempore  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  are  authorized  to  appoint  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  and  the  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  respectively, 
to  attend  such  meeting,  and  are  further  au¬ 
thorized  to  designate  the  chairmen  of  the 
delegations  from  each  of  the  Houses.  The 
expenses  incurred  by  the  members  of  the 
^delegations  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  at- 
ending  such  meeting,  which  shall  not  exceed 
$8tf>00  for  each  of  the  delegations,  shall  be^ 
reimbursed  to  them  from  the  continge^ 
funcrof  the  House  of  which  they  are  Me 
bers  tmon  submission  of  vouchers  approved 
by  the  abairman  of  the  delegation  of  ^jffhich 
they  are  numbers. 

HE ARIN GS^^  BEFORE  COMMITTEE  ON 

EXPENDITURES  IN  THE  EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMEf 

Mr.  BRICKElSWubmitted'the  following 
resolution  (S.  Resk  152)ywhich  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  CommVfctepRm  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  DeraC'tments: 

Resolved,  That  in  hpfdnto  hearings,  report¬ 
ing  such  hearings,  ajrti  making  investigations 
as  authorized  by  section  102Wg)  (2)  (D)  of 
the  Legislative  BeorganizatioHk.  Act  of  1946, 
the  Committee/on  Expenditure^  in  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Departments,  or  any  dul^authorized 
subcommittee  thereof,  is  authorizeskto  make 
such  expejiditures  and  to  employaUpon  a 
temporary  basis  such  investigators  anm.  such 
technical,  clerical,  and  other  assistant  as 
it  deplfis  advisable. 

2.  The  expenses  of  the  committl 
u  3er  this  resolution,  which  shall  not  exceed 
,000,  shall  be  paid  from  the  contingent 
und  of  the  Senate  upon  vouchers  approved 
by  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments. 

AMENDMENT  OF  SUBSISTENCE  EXPENSE 
ACT  OF  1926— AMENDMENT 

Mr.  BRICKER  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  (S.  544)  to  further  amend 
section  3  of  the  Subsistence  Expense  Act 
of  1926,  as  amended,  which  was  ordered 
to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

)  HOUSE  BILL  REFERRED 

The  'bill  (H.  R.  3997)  to  exclude  cer¬ 
tain  vendors  of  newspapers  or  magazines 
from  certain  provisions  of  the  Social  Se¬ 
curity  Act  and  Internal  Revenue  Code 
was  read  twice  by  its  title  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

MEETING  OF  COMMITTEE  DURING 
SENATE  SESSION 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Subcommittee  on 
Antidiscrimination  of  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  be  permitted 
to  continue  its  hearings  now  being  held, 


which  will  probably  proceed  for  another 
hour. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Wi^i- 
out  objection,  the  order  is  made. 

LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

Mr.  ROBERTSON  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  Consent  to 
be  excused  from  attendancedmi  the  Sen¬ 
ate  this  afternoon  by  reason  of  public 
business. 

The  PRESIDENT  pr$tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  soldered. 

ADDRESS  BY  SENATOR  MYERS  BEFORE 

PENNSYLVANIA  J^TERANS  OF  FOREIGN 

WARS 

|  Mr.  MYERH/asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  print^f  in  the  Record  an  address  en¬ 
titled  “Whese  Do  We  Go  From  Here?’’  de¬ 
livered  by^iim  at  the  annual  encampment 
of  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  of  Pennsylvania, 
at  Hanjsburg,  Pa.,  on  July  16,  1947,  which 
appearfe  in  the  Appendix.] 

COJ^IENCEMENT  DAY  ADDRESS  BY  SEN¬ 
IOR  MYERS  AT  VILLANOVA  COLLEGE 

[Mr.  MYERS  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
"have  printed  in  the  Record  a  commence¬ 
ment  day  address  delivered  by  him  at  the 
annual  commencement  exercises  at  Villa- 
nova  College,  Villanova,  Pa.,  on  June  16, 
1947,  which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

REBUILDING  THE  NATIONAL  INTEGRITY 

OF  NATIONS— ADDRESS  BY  SENATOR 

MALONE 

[Mr.  MCCARTHY  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  address  de¬ 
livered  by  Senator  Malone  before  the  Na¬ 
tional  Convention  of  the  Young  Republican 
National  Federation,  at  Milwaukee,  Wis., 
June  7,  1947,  which  appears  in  the  Appen¬ 
dix.] 

ENTRY  OF  DISPLACED  PERSONS  INTO 

THE  UNITED  STATES — EDITORIAL  COM¬ 
MENT 

'[Mr.  O’CONOR  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  editorials 
from  the  New  York  Times  of  July  15  and  17f 
and  from  the  Baltimore  Sun  and  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  of  July  16,  on  the  question  of 
legislation  authorizing  entry  into  the  United 
States  of  a  number  of  displaced  persons, 
which  appear  in  the  Appendix.] 

NATIONAL  SCIENCE  FOUNDATION 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
foi\  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
Houae  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
526)  to. promote  the  progress  of  science; 
to  advance  the  national  health,  prosper¬ 
ity,  and  i^lfare;  to  secure  the  national 
defense:  aad  for  other  purposes,  which 
was  to  strikeout  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  insto-t: 

That  this  act  mak  be  cited  as  the  “National 
Science  Foundation^lct  of  1947.” 

establishment  (SLnational  science 

FOUNDfflUON 

Sec.  2.  There  is  herebJS^stablished  in  the 
executive  branch  pf  the  Government  an  inde¬ 
pendent  agency  to  be  knowrp^s  the  National 
Science  Foundation  (hereina^gr  referred  to 
as  the  "Foundation”). 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  FOUNDAT? 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Foundation  shafkhave  24 
members,  to  be  appointed  by  the  President, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  Xf  the 
Senate.  The  persons  nominated  for  appoint¬ 
ment  as  members  ( 1 )  shall  be  eminent  in  the 
fields  of  the  fundamental  sciences,  medical 
science,  engineering,  education,  or  publicly 
affairs;  (2)  shall  be  selected  solely  on  the 
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ieof  Paxon  Field,  Florida;  and  discussed  various 
audit  reports  by^he  Comptroller  General.  whicR  have 
been  referred  to  th eYOmmige^-^rtJ^reed  that  chairman 
would  file  repomtaoirtlTe  aucTt^which  do  not  require 

add  ifify  I  HO  Thnn 


SUGAR  AND  PRISONERS  OF  WAR 

Committee  on  Finance:  Following  bills  were  approved: 
H.  Ri  3444y  ro-^fovide-relief-  ior-prisoners  of  war  cap- 
Iwped-by-fapafteseand  removed  from  a  U.  S.  possession; 
and  H.  R.  4075,  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  establishing  sugar 
quotas  for  2  years,  widi  amendments  relative  to  fair 
wage  scale  and  employment  of  minors  (to  carry  out 
intent  of  S.  1584). 


FPC  NOMINATION,  NATURAL  GAS 

\ 

mimittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce :  Or¬ 
dered  hearings  on  July  19,  on  nomination  of  BurtoivN. 
Behliftg,  to  be  FPC  commissioner.  Considered  J4.  R. 
4051,  Natural  Gas  Act  amendments,  but  took  no  action. 
Received  Report  from  subcommittee  on  rjrcent  air 
crashes. 

SOLICITOR  GENERAL 

Committee  on  the'hidiciary :  Subcommittee  considering 
the  nomination  of  Philip  B.  Perlmaqf  to  be  U.  S.  Solicitor 
General,  met  with  Mr/Perlman,  ]$ul  Ahlstrom,  Russell 
Griffin,  and  Charles  Ruzr^ka  to^ceive  further  informa¬ 
tion. 

SEC  INVESTIGATION 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Pursuant  to  S.  Res.  35  of  the 
79th  Congress,  and  *.  Res.  90  opfche  80th  Congress, 
relative  to  investigation  of  SEC,  subcommittee  met 
briefly  and  recoded  the  witnesses  preset,  requesting 
their  return  fof  further  study  tomorrow.  \ 


MOTOR  OARRIER  CLAIMS 


\ 


Commiftee  on  the  Judiciary:  R.  G.  May  and  Lou  Hos- 
king,  Both  of  Midwest  Truck  Operators,  testified  in  kip- 
port-' of  S.  1260,  settlement  of  motor  carrier  claims, 
tarings  continue  tomorrow. 


o  pro- 
Federal 
Public 
sums  to 


JOMINATIONS,  VETERANS,  LIBRARY  SERVICE, 
RAILROAD  RETIREMENT,  AND 
?ARM  TRAINING 

Cohimittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare:  Reporter 
favorably  the  reappointment  of  William  J.  Kenne 
Ohio,\o  be  a  member  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
and  26\outine  nominations  and  promotions  in  P/blic 
Health  Service. 

The  following  bills  were  also  approved:  S.  48i 
vide  $25,0001  a  year  for  each  of  4  years  by  the 
Government  Vo  States  for  the  demonstratioiyof 
Library  Service  with  provision  for  additional 
meet  expanded Vlans  by  States;  H.  R.  2i§|,  relating  to 
institutional  on-farm  training  for  veterar^  with  amend¬ 
ment;  S.  1236,  to  increase  monthly  subsistence  for  voca¬ 
tional  rehabilitation^  to  veterans  in  iervice-connected 
cases,  to  $115  without  ckpendents,  fi^with  a  dependent, 
plus  $20  for  one  child  Ynd  $15  for  tfach  additional,  and 
$25  for  a  dependent  parent,  with,-? amendment;  and  S. 
1369,  relative  to  veterans’  flpspita^it  Clarksburg,  W.  Va., 
with  amendment. 

Committee  postponed  f\iher  action  for  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  this  session  on  J&670,  railroad  retirement 
bill. 

ANTIDISCRIMINATIOI 

Committee  on  Labor  apd  Public  Welfare:  Further  op¬ 
position  testimony  to  S?  984,  to  prohibit  discrimination  in 
employment  because' of  race,  religion\or  color,  was  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  subcommittee  from  thAfollowing  wit¬ 
nesses:  Gov.  Fielding  Wright,  MississippriRep.  Rankin; 
and  Dr.  R.  H/  Hutchison,  Tenn.  Commissioner  of 
Health.  Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 

STEEL  EXPERTS 

Special  Committee  to  Study  Problems  of  /American 
Small  Business:  Subcommittee  on  Steel  heard  the  fol¬ 
lowing /witnesses  discuss  steel  exports:  Homer  Xopf, 
Tyler  Wood,  accompanied  by  Carl  Anderson,  botAof 
the  State  Department,  and  Under  Secretary  of  Cor 
mer/e  William  C.  Foster,  accompanied  by  Francis  E. 
McIntyre  and  John  Garrett,  Office  of  International 
rade,  Dept,  of  Commerce. 


House  of  Representatives 


iher  Action 

Bills  Intro3uT«4tJQfirteen  public  bills,  H.  R.  4247- 
4259;  eight  private  bflTsT^b«~Rv<^26o-4267 ;  and  forty- 
two  resolutions,  H.  Res.  202-2 iTr’FfrS^Jles.  244,  and 
H.  Con.  Res.  75-104,  were  introduced.  pages94bo-9 

Bills  Reported:  Bills  and  resolutions  were  re], 
follows : 

Part  II,  supplementaJj^pcrrX^  Rept.  734),  to  H.  R. 
2239,  amendjj»g,,^Tu;plus  Property  Act  of  1944,  author- 
Saleor  lease  to  State  governments  of  surplus  prop¬ 


erty  for  use  in  training  civilian  components  of  dje,  Army. 

Six  private  claims  bills  H.  R.  625^-4^31',  1 155,  1645, 
2891,  and  3754  (H.  ; 

H.  J.  Resr  ^afct^fmitting  free  entry  of  standard  news- 
!per(H.  Rept.  968) ; 

relating  to  the  stamp  and  document  taxes 
on  issues  ot  c3pH»L*&gck  and  bonds, -respectively  (H. 
Rept.  969) ; 

H.  Res.  305,  rule  granting  1  hour'  d£bate,43iL  H.  R. 
3999,  authorizing  the  Attorney  General  to  adjudicate 
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certain  claims  resulting  from  evacuation  of  certain  per¬ 
sons  of  Japanese  ancestry  under  military  orders  (H. 
RepKQ7°); 

H.  X,  3227,  providing  for  inactive-duty  training  pay 
for  Organized  Reserve  Corps  (H.  Rept.  971) ; 

H.  R.  4018,  authorizing  transfer  of  real  property  for 
wildlife  conservation  (H.  Rept.  972) ; 

H.  R.  4043,\hanging  payment  priority  out  of  Ger¬ 
man  special  deposit  account  (H.  Rept.  973) ; 

H.  R.  4068,  authorizing  the  Federal  Works  Admin¬ 
istrator  to  constructs. 1 GAO  building  (H.  Rept.  974) ; 

Conference  report  omH.  R.  3601,  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  appropriation  bill  iW  1948  (H.  Rept.  975) ; 

H.  R.  4044,  creating  a  commission  to  make  inquiry 
and  report  with  respect  to  waOxlaims  and  to  provide  for 
relief  of  internees  in  certain  casa&(H.  Rept.  976) ; 

H.  R.  4143,  providing  for  expam^on  of  the  R.  O.  T.  C. 
program  (H.  Rept.  977) ; 

H.  R.  4229,  authorizing  documentation  of  the  Ca¬ 
nadian  built  dredge  Ajax  (H.  Rept.  978 

H.  J.  Res.  161,  providing  for  U.  S.  memHership  in  the 
World  Health  Organization  (H.  Rept.  979 J 

S.  616,  authorizing  creation  of  game  refuge  ^Francis 
Marion  National  Forest,  S.  C.  (H.  Rept.  980); 

S.  706,  H.  R.  648,  H.  R.  1916,  and  H.  R.  3243,  pirate 
claims  bills  (H.  Repts.  981-984,  inch); 

S.  1180,  issuing  special  series  of  commemorati\ 
stamps  honoring  Gold  Star  Mothers  (H.  Rept.  985) ; 

S.  682,  regulating  interstate  transportation  of  black 
bass  and  other  game  fish  (H.  Rept.  986) ; 

H.  R.  4169,  permitting  authority  for  temporary  er 
gency  service  of  air  carriers  (H.  Rept.  987) ; 

H.  R.  3510,  constructing  and  maintaining  a  putyic  air¬ 
port  in  Alaska  (H.  Rept.  988) ;  and 

H.  R.  3509,  constructing  airport  and  highly  thereto 
in  Fairbanks,  Alaska  (H.  Rept.  989). 

Page*  936949372,  9399-9400 

Public  Health:  Committee  on  Interpmte  and  Foreign 
Commerce  was  granted  permission Jt6  file  by  midnight, 
July  17,  a  report  on  H.  R.  3924,  amending  Public  Health 
Service  Act,  relating  to  personn^f  and  administration. 

Page  9383 

Science  Foundation:  Disagreed  to  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  on  S.  526,  National  Science  Foundation  bill, 
agreed  to  the  conference  asked,  and  Representatives 
Wolverton,  Hinshawf  Howell,  Priest,  and  Harris  were 
appointed  confereepmn  the  part  of  the  House.  page  9373 

Pay-roll  Taxes/ Disagreed  to  the  Senate  amendments 
on  H.  R.  3818/amending  Federal  Insurance  Contribu¬ 
tions  Act,  freezing  pay-roll  taxes,  agreed  to  the  con¬ 
ference  asKed,  and  Representatives  Reed,  Kean,  Mason, 
Dingell/and  Mills  were  appointed  conferees  on  the  part 
ot  the/House.  Page  9353 

Government  Corporations:  Disagreed  to  the  Senate 
lendments  on  H.  R.  3756,  Government  corporations 


appropriations  for  1948,  agreed  to  the  conference  asked, 
and  Representatives  Ploeser,  Jensen,  Schwabe  of  Oj/a- 
homa,  Coudert,  Mahon,  Gore,  and  Whitten  we^f  ap¬ 
pointed  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House. 

' Page  9353 

Aviation  Council:  Disagreed  to  Senate  Amendments 
on  H.  R.  3587,  to  establish  a  National  Action  Council, 
agreed  to  the  conference  asked,  and/Representatives 
Wolverton,  Hinshaw,  Howeli,  BuU^inkle,  and  Priest 
were  appointed  conferees  on  die  j^rt  of  the  House. 

Page  9369 

Tort  Actions:  Passed,  by  a  ^ote  of  205  yeas  to  187  nays, 
H.  R.  1639,  a  bill  amending  the  Employers’  Liability 
Act  to  establish  venue  in/brt  actions  brought  in  Federal 
or  State  courts  agains^interstate  common  carriers  by 

railroad.  /  Pages  9353-9369 

Presidential  Signature:  House  agreed  to  Senate 
amendments  01/the  following  bills,  thereby  completing 
legislative  action; 

D.  C.  JJ /employment:  H.  R.  3864,  to  amend  D.  C. 
Unemployment  Compensation  Act  relative  to  contribu¬ 
tion  ra|es  after  military  service. 

Fi/ievies :  H.  R.  3598,  granting  congressional  consent 
fo/nsheries  compact  on  Pacific  coast. 

Building  Licenses:  H.  R.  1448,  licensing  of  D.  C. 
Holdings  used  for  living  quarters.  Page*  9372,  9377 

.abor-Management  Relations:  The  Speaker  ap- 
jinted  Messrs.  Hartley,  Landis,  Hoffman,  McCowen, 
Le^nski,  Barden,  and  Kelley,  as  members  of  the  Joint 
Committee  on  Labor-Management  Relations.  poge  9369 

Emergency  Powers:  S.  J.  Res.  123,  declaring  in  the  in¬ 
terpretation  of  various  emergency  laws  and  proclama¬ 
tions  that  tney  shall  be  construed  as  terminated  and 
peace  established,  was  passed  by  voice  vote  after  adopt¬ 
ing  committee  amendments.  Pogel  9373-9377 

Bills  Referred:  r^e  following  Senate-passed  bills 
were  referred  to  the  committees  indicated: 

S.  474,  703,  and  929,  §nd  S.  J.  Res.  70  (Armed  Serv¬ 
ices),; 

S.  J.  Res.  148  (Banking  an^JCurrency) ; 

S.  J.  Res.  130  (Education  ancKLabor) ; 

S.  1512  (Expenditures  in  ExecWive  Departments); 

S.  84,  99,  1 67,  185,  191,  316,  339^57,  15 79>  and  S.  J. 
Res.  134  (Judiciary); 

S.  1132  (Merchant  Marine  and  Fishe'Nes) ; 

S.  974  and  S.  J.  Res.  84  and  94  (Public\ands) : 

S.  418  and  S.  1487  (Public  Works) ; 

S.  1576  (Ways  and_  Means). 

For  passage  in  Senate,  see  Digest,  p.  D544.  p^e  9395 

Veterans’  Facility:  Passed  H.  R.  3737,  authorizingkac- 
quisition  of  a  site  in  Clarksburg,  W.  Va.,  by  the 
erans’  Administration,  to  build  a  facility.  poge  939 
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!ut,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot  fail  to  point 
to  the  Members  of  this  House  that 
President  Truman  has  failed  to  note  the 
ravages  of  other  rivers  within  our  bound¬ 
aries.  >There  is  in  Texas  a  stream  which 
almost  aHpually  floods  thousands  of  acres 
of  our  most  fertile  soil  and  wreaks  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  in  damage. 
I  speak  of  tnb.  Trinity  River.  I  respect¬ 
fully  urge  the  Stanbers  to  broaden  their 
views  regarding l^ood  control  beyond  the 
Missouri-MississipW  watershed  and  con¬ 
sider  other  streams>such  as  the  Trinity, 
which  should  be  brought  under  control. 


Personal  Income-Tax  Re’ 
Should  Be  Signed  by  the 


iction  Bill 
esident 


EXTENSION  OP  REMAR! 


HON.  HOMER  D.  ANGELL 

OF  OREGON 


present  his  own  tax  bill  to  Congress,  is  tak¬ 
ing  unfair  advantage  of  taxpayers  for  politi¬ 
cal  profit.  Moreover,  from  where  we  sit,  it 
doesn’t  even  look  like  good  politics  for  him. 

The  new  tax-reduction  bill,  which  would 
eliminate  millions  of  low-wage  earners  and 
scale  down  payments  of  other  earners  from 
30  percent  in  lower  brackets  to  10.5  percent 
in  the  highest  bracket,  is  dated  to  go  into 
effect  January  1,  next  year.  If  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  veto  again  is  upheld,  he  will  be  in  the 
position  of  asking  Congress  next  year  to  do 
that  which  Congress  voted  twice  to  do  this 
year,  for  a  difference  of  6  months  in  effec¬ 
tive  date.  We  think  the  voters,  who  also 
pay  taxes  and  who  are  deserving  of  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  burdensome  war  rates,  will  not  be 
fooled. 

[Prom  the  Oregon  Daily  Journal,  Portland, 

Oreg.,  of  July  11,  1947] 

THE  TAX-REDUCTION  BILL 

President  Truman  has  announced  that  he 
again  will  veto  the  income-tax -reduction  bill. 
This  is  the  same  bill  that  he  vetoed  June  16, 
except  that  its  effective  date  is  January  1, 
1948,  instead  of  July  1,  1947.  There  may  be 
enough  votes  in  the  House  to  override  the 


passed  in  the  House  by  a  vote  of  319  to 
with  many  of  the  most  respected  conserv 
tives  in  that  branch  of  Congress  protesting^ 
against  it,  to  their  credit. 

The  bill  would  create  a  Loyalty  JRev lew 
Board,  which  would  have  power  to  rflve  any¬ 
where  and  everywhere  into  the  business  of 
any  and  all  other  departments  arid  agencies 
in  Washington,  looking,  with  ,tiie  enforced 
aid  of  the  FBI,  for  disloyal  susp'ects.  On  dis¬ 
covering  such  a  suspect  it  would  notify  the 
person  under  investigatiomOn  writing  of  its 
preliminary  finding,  together  with  a  factual 
statement  upon  which  ^fich  finding  is  based, 
concealing  as  far  as  possible  the  source  or 
sources  of  the  information.  The  accused, 
thus  denied  his  rightful  opportunity  to  con¬ 
front  his  accuser,  would  have  15  days  to 
reply.  If  he  failed  to  satisfy  his  inquisi¬ 
tors — in  such  matters,  for  example,  as  whether 
there  were  reasonable  grounds  for  believing 
that  he  had  sympathetic  association  with 
any  organization  on  a  list  to  be  arbitrarily 
designated  by  the  Attorney  General  on  his 
own  personal  say-so  as  totalitarian,  Fascist, 
Comratfnist,  or  subversive — the  accused 
would  be  dismissed  summarily  from  Gov¬ 
ernment  employment.  There  is  no  provision 
fot  appeal.  There  is  no  right  of  review  from 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  X  veto.  What  may  happen  in  the  Senate  is  fhe  decision  of  this  roving  and  omnipotent 


Thursday,  July  17,  1947 

Mr.  ANGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  both 
Houses  of  the  Congress  have  now  passed 
for  the  second  time  the  much-needed 
war-tax-reduction  bill.  It  received  a 
very  large  majority  vote  in  both  Houses 
in  which  both  political  parties  joined. 
The  overburdened  taxpayers  throughout 
the  Nation  are  entitled  to  a  break  by 
relieving  them  from  some  of  these  ex¬ 
cessive  war  taxes  now  that  the  war  has 
been  over  for  2  years. 

Our  experience  following  the  World 
War  I  was  that  by  reducing  the  taxes  the 
Government  received  more  tax  dollars 
than  before  the  reduction.  This  was 
due  to  the  fact  that  it  gave  opportunity 
to  capital  dollars  to  receive  proper  re¬ 
turns  on  investments  and  capital  was 
invested  in  productive  enterprise,  in¬ 
creasing  jobs  and  buying  capacity  and  as 
a  result  Federal  tax  receipts  were  in¬ 
creased  although  the  rate  was  reduced. 

The  feeling  is  growing  stronger 
throughout  the  Nation  that  unless  the 
taxpayer  is  given  some  relief  from  the 
burden  of  war  taxes  he  will  not  con¬ 
tinue  to  support  a  program  of  sending 
American  tax  dollars  to  foreign  countrii 
to  relieve  the  peoples  of  those  nations, 
a  matter  of  fact  we  have  sent  ovee^eas 
over  $20,000,000,000  since  the  war 
and  the  program  now  under  contfidera' 
tion  will  require  several  billiorr  dollars 
additional  each  year.  It  is  true  we  must 
make  adequate  payments  onjfche  national 
debt  and  this  will  be  dona*'  from  excess 
revenues  received  after  fcnis  tax  reduc¬ 
tion  bill  becomes  a  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  inpllide  in  these  re 
marks  two  editorials/rom  the  two  metro¬ 
politan  daily  papejris  in  Portland,  Oreg., 
in  my  district,  qrfe  a  Republican  paper 
and  the  other  .democratic,  both  urging 
that  this  tax  Will  be  signed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  The  editorials  are  as  follows: 

[From 


roblematical. 

his  veto  message  the  President  said  tha^ 
,.bili  offers  the  wrong  kind  of  tax  redug  ” 
tion?i%t  the  wrong  time. 

be  that  the  Republican  Congr^fe  is 
anticiptlting  any  possible  suggestion  Jtrr  an 
income-mx  reduction  at  a  later  daje  by  a 

DemocratiVPresident. 

There  is  Presidential  politics  injftiis  thing 
on  both  sidesL  The  issue  should  be  deter¬ 
mined  on  its  nWit.  It  will  noy  be. 

Tax  reduction  Ijas  promised^  the  Repub¬ 
licans.  They  twicasjiave  fueled  their  com¬ 
mitments  in  the  Congress^ 

The  President,  wh\ to#  has  responsibili¬ 
ties  concerning  the  ecraibmic  structure,  does 
not  agree  with  the  Cg^gBess. 

By  this  second  vato  ortfhe  tax  bill,  the 
President  will  be  J £  a  difficult  situation  if 
he  proposes  tax  reduction  in^is  message  to 
the  Congress  matt  January. 

In  the  meantime,  the  taxpayer^,  small  and 
large — and  tirey  are  legion — are  Wfcing  made 
the  cat’s-paw  of  Presidential  politics 

The  JqjSrrnaTs  opinion  is  that  th^presi- 
dent  should  sign  the  bill. 


/  board.  The  accused  would  be  dropped,  with 
the  soul-searing  finding — worse  for  many 
than  a  prison  sentence — that  he  was  disloyal 
to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

This  bill  lacks  all  of  the  safeguards  and 
protections  embodied  in  President  Truman’s 
own  recent  proposal  in  the  same  field.  It 
lacks  all  the  elements  of  a  decent  respect  for 
democratic  rights  and  the  standards  of  fair 
play.  It  is  a  bad  bill.  It  should  never  have 
been  passed  by  the  House.  It  should  be 
thrown  out  of  the  window  by  the  Senate. 


Charles  Oscar  Andrews 


MEMORIAL  ADDRESS 


Bad  Medicine 


rtland  Oregonian  of  July  12, 
1947] 

TAX  REDUCTION  DUE 

iident  Truman’s  insistence  on  delaying 
tax  reduction  until  next  year — a 
esidentlal  year — at  which  time  he  would 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OP 

HON.  FRANK  BUCHANAN 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  17,  1947 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  under 
leave  to  extend  my  remarks  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  I  wish  to  include  therein  an  editorial 
which  appeared  in  the  New  York  Times 
of  Thursday,  July  17,  entitled,  “Bad 
Medicine,”  referring  to  the  “Federal  Em¬ 
ployees  Loyalty  Act  of  1947”: 

BAD  MEDICINE 

The  House  of  Representatives  has  passed 
a  thoroughly  bad  bill  In  the  name  of  a  thor¬ 
oughly  good  cause.  The  cause,  stated  gen¬ 
erally,  is  a  wish  to  make  certain  that  those 
who  hold  public  office  in  a  democratic  gov¬ 
ernment  actually  believe  In  the  democratic 
method  and  do  their  best  to  make  it  work 
successfully.  The  present  instrument  for 
accomplishing  this  wholly  desirable  purpose 
is  a  bill  bearing  the  title  of  the  “Federal  Em¬ 
ployees  Loyalty  Act  of  1947.”  It  has  been 


OF 

HON.  JOE  HENDRICKS 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  May  19,  1947 

On  the  life,  character,  and  public  service  of 

Hon.  Charles  Oscar  Andrews,  late  a  Sen¬ 
ator  from  the  State  of  Florida 

Mr.  HENDRICKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
akmourn  the  death  of  Senator  Charles 
O.  j&ndrews.  Whatever  tribute  I  may 
pay  Etyn  would  be  as  much  a  tribute  to  a 
man  a^d  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Florida 
as  it  wofiad  be  to  a  United  States  Senator. 
I  had  the  Treasure  of  knowing  of  Senator 
Andrews  ak  knowing  him  personally 
long  before  hebecame  United  States  Sen¬ 
ator.  Senator  J^drews  was  a  man  highly 
respected  in  th<r6tate  of  Florida  as  one 
of  our  outstandinlkcitizens  and  a  friend 
of  the  people.  He  loyal  and  kind  to 
his  personal  friends  and  held  their  loy¬ 
alty  throughout  the  years  that  I  knew 
him.  He  was  a  good  fatr%r  and  a  loving 
husband. 

In  the  Halls  of  Congress,  'Senator  An¬ 
drews  voted  his  convictions  Without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  popularity  of  his  position. 
He  had  a  keen  judicial  mind,  a  sense  of 
justice,  an  innate  endowment  of  states¬ 
manship.  The  people  of  Florida  paid 
their  highest  tribute  to  Senator  Andrews 
in  life  and  he  will  live  in  the  hearts  of 
his  friends. 
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Importation  of  Sugar 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  ALVIN  F.  WEICHEl 

.  OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  July  8,  1947 

Mr.  WEICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  in¬ 
clude  the  following  communication  re¬ 
ceived  from  William  H.  Emerine,  Ai- 
vada,  Ohio,  and  request  the  committee 
having  jurisdiction  investigate  the  mat- 
|  ters  set  forth  in  the  communication: 

STAMSOGAE 

A  gigantic  conspiracy  intent  on  controlling 
all  peoples  of  the  earth  by  controlling  the 
availablity  of  these  nine  basic  products: 

1.  Steel. 

2.  Tungsten  carbide. 

3.  Aluminum. 

4.  Magnesium. 

5.  Sugar. 

6.  Oil. 

7.  Gas. 

8.  Alcohol. 

9.  Rubber. 

Whereas  in  this  day  and  age  all  mankind 
cannot  for  very  long  do  without  any  or  all 
of  these  basic  products;  and 

Whereas  it  is  now  known  that  23  power¬ 
fully  rich  men  of  earth  are  bent  on  gaining 
control  of  these  basic  products;  and 
Whereas  those  23  men  are  determined  to 
control  the  people  of  all  earth  by  con¬ 
trolling  these  nine  basic  products;  and 
Whereas  sugar  affects  all  of  us  directly 
through  our  diet;  and 
Whereas  sugar  is  necessary  to  our  diet: 
Therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  we,  the  undersigned,  wish 
you,  Alvin  F.  Weichel,  to  introduce  a  res¬ 
olution  in  Congress  to  investigate  as  to  why 
sufficient  sugar,,  is  not  being  imported  into 
the  United  States  from  sugar-producing 
countries  and  remove  sugar  from  all  ration¬ 
ing. 

William  H.  Emprine,  Harold  J.  Reinhard, 

\  Mrs.  Harry  Geogline,  Mrs.  C.  R.  Bresler,  Mrs. 
Ida  Lewis,  Donald  Bringman,  C.  R.  Bresler, 
Mrs.  Howard  Sander,  Mrs.  E.  D.  Gooch,  Mrs, 
O.  T.  Crawford,  Mrs.  Henry  Fox,  Mrs.  Edith 
Fries,  Mrs.  G.  M.  Rosendale,  I.  L.  Wright, 
Mrs.  E.  Flowers,  Mrs.  G.  D.  Myert,  Milton 
Bockbrader,  Mrs.  J.  C.  Breneman,  G.  A. 
Ketcham, Earl  W.  Barger, K.  N.  Murphy, A< 
Ruehl, Chas. C. Few,  Leo  Clark, Zila  B.Konold, 
R.  V.  Konold,  Ward  Mullen,  Mrs.  Estella 
Brubaker,  Mrs.  Luther  Dyer,  Mrs.  Merrill 
■)  Mallott,  Guy  E.  Hummel,  Florence  Hummel, 
f  Sylvia  Yates,  Chas.  Haldeman,  Mrs.  C.  N. 

I  Gesen,  Mrs.  Harry  Faylor,  lone  Stoner,  Fred 
|  Stannard,  Carle  Kennedy,  D.  E.  Shearel,  J.  E. 
Wirt,  Lula  Evans,  Mrs.  N.  C.  Elarton,  R.  P. 
Elarton,  Mrs.  Chas.  Shook,  Henry  Black,  Mrs. 
W.  H.  Miller,  Jacob  W.  Hunt,  Homer  S.  White, 
Edith  Bankey,  Mrs.  Betty  Caswell,  Jacob 
'  Gase,  Mary  C.  Gase.  Helen  Crawford,  Laura 
L.  Goon,  Helen  L.  Oilier,  Herald  C.  Ohler, 
Helen  Standinger,  Irma  Millburne,  E.  F. 

|  Struner,  C.  E.  Hiser,  B.  B.  Milligan,  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Oliver  Staats,  Mrs.  C.  T.  Walton,  Mrs. 
John  F.  Clause,  Mrs.  William  Eidson,  John 
Gelter,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Floyd  W.  Lee,  Lillian 
•  Strausbaugh,  Mrs.  W.  O.  Campbell,  Mrs.  Harry 
j  Smith,  Mrs.  Carl  R.  Anderson,  Mrs.  Herbert 
|  Havens,  Mrs.  I.  H.  Dornan,  W.  M.  Houtsa, 
|  Tura  M.  Houtz,  Mrs.  Robert  Boff,  Warren 
House,  Wm.  Jacobs,  Amanda  Whiteman,  Mrs. 
i  Robert  F.  Cole,  Chas.  Swinehart,  Chas.  Top- 
J  ping,  Mrs.  D.  J.  Stahl,  Mrs.  C.  E.  Kempher, 
Mrs.  H.  G.  Green,  Mrs.  Howard  E.  Frantz,  Mrs. 
:  Wilbur  Bell,  Miss  Bessie  Wollam,  Mrs.  Martin 
v  Wollam,  Martin  Wollam,  Mrs.  Georgeann 
'  Lyman,  Mrs.  A.  H.  Mullholand,  Mrs.  F.  A, 
Bowman,  B.  Painter,  Ben  Wildman,  Wm,  N, 


Holman,  Burton  J.  Bauman,  Mrs.  Burton  J. 
Bauman,  Mrs.  Elize  Irene  Myers,  Dewey  Ponn, 
Mrs.  John  Good,  Edyth  Murphy. 

E.  E.  Harrison,  Mrs.  Blake  A.  Myers,  Mrs. 
Clayton  H.  Purkey,  Mrs.  G.  B.  Krupp,  Mrs, 
Darrell  Masamer,  S.  Q.  Masamer,  D.  O.  Masa- 
mer,  Mrs.  S.  O.  Masamer,  Mrs.  B.  E.  Tefft, 

B.  E.  Tefft,  A.  Koons,  Mrs.  Rosie  Shaw,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  W.  H.  Bowser,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  A.  B. 
Stearns,  I.  Strausbaugh,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  John 
Stearns,  S.  H.  Morgart,  H.  A.  Baker,  Warren 
Hathaway,  Ivan  L.  Harrison,  Mrs.  Geo.  Stain- 
brook,  Mrs.  R.  F.  Munger,  Mrs.  J.  F.  Duding, 
Mrs.  Robert  S.  Long,  C.  E.  McLaughlin,  Mrs. 

C.  E.  McLaughlin,  Mrs.  M.  L.  Snyder,  Mrs. 
R.  M.  Bomer,  Mrs.  Chas.  G.  Hooper,  Mrs.  Jacob 
Reiss,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jesse  Warner,  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Homer  G.  Dyer,  Mrs.  Richard  Droll, 
Mrs.  Emmitt  Droll,  Mrs.  Earl  Graham,  Earl 
Graham,  Mrs.  Geo.  Bundy,  Arthur  Fulton, 
Mrs.  Willard  Radcliff,  Mrs.  Paul  Wentz,  Mrs. 
John  Derek,  Chas.  Thomas,  A.  H.  Thomas, 
Robert  Hicks,  Mrs.  B.  Brown,  Lee  Pelton, 
Richard  Miller,  Ora  Flechtner,  Kenneth  Ault, 
Mrs.  Frank  Dibling.  H.  E.  Crosby,  H.  E.  Yoder, 
M.  C.  Adams,  Pearl  Adams,  Mrs.  F.  Higgins, 
Mrs.  W.  Murphy,  Mrs.  W.  Peters,  Mrs.  Wm. 
Williamson,  Mrs.  F.  W.  Zeperwick,  J.  A.  Hatha¬ 
way,  Dell  Frankart,  Thos.  E.  Frederick,  Mrs. 
H.  D.  Keogh,  Mrs.  Clyde  May.  Clifford  Tory, 
Mrs.  Danny  Rhoad,  Mrs.  J.  W.  Piper,  H.  A. 
Piper,  Mrs.  C.  A.  Luman,  Eugene  Fry,  Mrs. 
L.  B.  Stearns,  Mrs.  R.  W.  Muir,  Helen  Muir, 
Mrs.  Cleon  Murphy,  Geraldine  Kreais,  Mrs. 
G.  A.  Brooks,  Mrs.  Jennie  Turley,  F.  L. 
Stearns,  Mrs.  H.  A.  Yost,  Mrs.  W.  M.  Turley, 
W.  M.  Turley,  Arthur  Turley,  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Nick  Frankart,  Mary  Louise  Frankart,  Mrs. 
Bessie  Welch,  Grace  Lewis,  Merrill  C.  Smith, 
Joe  Nathmeyer,  Ray  Wetty. 

H.  N  Brandiberry,  M.  H.  Moyer,  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Eugene  E.  Reinhard,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ross 
Fry,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  T.  L.  Brown,  Mrs.  and  Mrs. 

J.  A.  Snow,  Harry  Stearns,  Harry  Turley, 
Marie  Hendryckx,  E.  A.  Kreais,  D.  J.  Baird, 

J.  L.  Durbin,  George  Hummel,  Harold  Canter¬ 
bury,  R.  W.  Stoudinger,  Leonard  G.  Bumpus, 
C.  P.  Stein,  J.  H.  Baird,  N.  W.  England,  Mrs. 
Clyde  Stearns,  Mrs.  Walden  Bruns,  Mrs.  Roy 
Kimble,  O.  E.  Himber,  Mrs.  K.  L.  Kreais, 
Mrs.  A.  M.  Dennis,  Mrs.  E.  C.  Hall,  Mrs.  Daisy 
Bradner,  Mrs.  T.  J.  Stall,  Mrs.  F.  H.  Bloom, 
Mrs.  Roller  Fox,  Mrs.  Gertrude  Ketcham, 
Mrs.  Charles  Sawyer,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Andrew  J. 
Wiseginer,  Mrs.  C.  A.  Rosendale,  Mrs.  George 
W.  Bower,  Royal  Robbins,  Mrs.  Sadie  A.  Bower, 
Mrs.  Robert  Huffman,  Mrs.  H.  L.  Breneman, 

K.  K.  Stannard,  David  Carman,  Mrs.  Nora 
Kelly,  Mrs.  William  Manecke,  Mrs.  Clara  Lee, 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  George  W.  Addy,  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Earl  Hummel,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Paul  Pelton,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Donald  Johnson,  Arthur  Bundy, 
R.  B.  Ketcham,  Mrs.  H.  P.  Bresler,  H.  P.  Bres¬ 
ler,  Mrs.  L.  G.  Bumpus. 


-arveled  at  his  tremendous  energy  and/ 
he  unusual  skill  with  which  he  handlec 
gislation  entrusted  to  him  as  chairma^ 
of  one  of  our  great  committees, 
oyer  60  years  he  enjoyed  the  impliq 
confidence  of  his  electorate.  H 
after  honor  came  to  him  from  his 
pie)  No  greater  tribute  could  be 
to  any  man.  A  great  loss  has  been 
tained  by  his  constituency,  by  the 
of  T^xas,  and  by  the  Congress  of 
United  States. 
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Monday, 

Mr.  RAYBURN, 
man  from  Texas 
Mr.  WORLE1 


fli/14,  1947 
deld  to  the  gentle- 

Ir.^VORLEY], 
joirN  with  my  col¬ 
leagues  in  moi/lning  the  passing  of  one 
of  the  most  Movable  and  gemrine  men  I 
have  ever  known.  Never  in  mj\life  have 
I  known  &,  man  who  was  so  constantly 
bright  and  cheerful  and  friendly-..  Al¬ 
though  a  wheel  chair  confined  him  physi¬ 
cally;  it  was  never  sufficient  to  restrict 
hiy  greatness.  Time  after  time  I  hav 
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Charter  Reform 

EXTENSION  OP  REMA 

OF 

HON.  WALTER  H.  J 

A  OF  MINNESOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  July  17,  j 947 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker/  under  leave 
to  extend  my  remarks  in  pie  Record,  I 
include  the  following  artrnle  by  Barnet 
Nover  from  today’s  Washjpgton  Post: 

CHARTER  REFORM* — IF  THE  V'f  IS  TO  FUNCTION 
(By  .Barnet  Nmer) 

The  acutely  critical  situation  in  Greece 
underlines  the  wisdom  <jk  the  move,  now 
under  way  in  Congress,  ho  strengthen  the 
United  Nations  by\curbi^g  the  great  power 
veto.  \ 


For  some  weeks 
had  before  it  the  i 
mission.  That  body 
her,  spent  months  loi 
Albania,  Bulgaria,  am 
porting  guerrilla  war 
Evidence  accumul; 
makes  it  clear  that 
unfounded.  Russi; 
dominated  satelliti 
to  destroy  the 
set  up  in  its  placi 
Kremlin’s  biddin; 


icurity  Council  has 
orf  of  the  Balkan  com- 
pointed  last  Decern¬ 
ing  into  charges  that 
Yugoslavia  were  sup- 
e  in  northern  Greece. 

by  the  commission 
jse  charges  were  not 
arid  her  Communist- 
in  the  Balkans  are  out 
t  Greek  Government  and 
regime  that  will  do  the 

It  was  for  the  precise  purpose  of  blocking 
such  a  development,  which  would  leave  the 
entire  Middle  East  open  to  Soviet  domina¬ 
tion,  that,  at  President  Tflpman’s  request, 
Congress  authorized  large-scale  aid  to  Greece 
and  Turkey.  / 

Democraciesfmove  slowly.  } 

President  puman’s  appeal  to  Congress 
was  made  od  March  12.  Orijy  now,  more 
than  4  months  later,  has  the  Griswold  mis¬ 
sion  arrived!  on  the  scene  in  Greece.  Ac¬ 
tually,  Confess  has  yet  to  appropriate  the 
Greek  aid  funds  that  were  authorized. 

In  the  meantime,  the  pressure  on  Greece 
from  the  (Soviet  north  has  not  diminished. 
If  anything,  it  has  been  stepped  up  con¬ 
siderably.* 

The  success  of  the  Soviet-suppoifced  guer¬ 
rilla  campaign  in  Greece  would  now  serve  a 
double  purpose.  It  would  not  on*  round 
out  Russia’s  sphere  of  influence  in  tie  Bal¬ 
kans  m  eliminating  the  only  non-Qommu- 
nist  government  in  the  peninsula,  it  would 
also  deal  a  tremendous  blow  to  Anfcrican 
prestige  at  a  time  when  16  European  nations 
have/banded  together  to  carry  out  theyMar- 
shall  plan. 

It  is  an  ominous,  circumstance  that: 
increase  in  Soviet  pressure  on  Greece  is  1 
ing  place  at  the  very  moment  when 
Security  Council  is  considering  the  probl® 

Russia  and  her  Balkan  satellites  do  riot 
appear  to  be  particularly  concerned  wii 
What  the  Council  may  do.  Should  it  reac 
a  show-down  on  the  question  of  carrying  ou 
the  recommendations  of  the  Balkan  Commis¬ 
sion,  Russia  can  always  block  action  by  em¬ 
ploying  her  veto. 


CONGRESSIONAL  PROCEEDINGS 

OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE  ”  Issued  July  23,  19^7 

Division  of  Legislative  Roports  -----  For  actions  of  July  25  &  26,”  1947 

(For  Department  staff  only)  "  '■  1  '  '  Digests  l44  .and  145 

CONTENTS  '  '  ••  •  •  '  '  '■ 

A.Act . . . ©*53  -Flood  control© 33 >47 ,39 ,» 97  Poultry . . . 0.36, 

Accounting . 20  Foreign  affairs,  ©.©lb,  27 ,4%  Prices . . . -11, 

AdWnnont . . . fSa  ■  ••6.3»  65,35  Prices,  control© .  ..  *  ...  .-^41 

Agricultural  arrpropria-  Forests  &  forestry. ...  26, 52.  Prices,  support* ...... ©1$, 69 

tion  xill( individual  Garbage-  disposal. . . . .  -*  i  .70  Property,  surplus. .  »vlSJo6sS7 

t  indexed) ... .49  Grain....,.......,..,...*  3 


■i  -7 


Cooperatives 

Corporations . 1,- 

Cotton©  . . . . 53' 

Crop  insurance . ©13,50 


Pub  lie  works . ....  1  j 

Purchasing. ........  *11 , 33$  32 

-Regional  authority . ... .  *59 

Remount  service. ....  .49,56 

Research. .....  ,/f ,  3.4;  54, 34 

Snail  busines:  "  ,  ~ . ' 

Soil  conservation.'. , ...  .44,93 
Statistics yf. ............ .92 

Sugar.. .  ...1,2,49 

Territories  and  pos¬ 
sessions  © . ,31,93 

Toba<yp  . . *79 

Trade,  foreign. ..... .3,37$ 35 

Transportation. .... .  32, 42,53- 

ft  Lrans 1  b  enef  it  s ......  3*  71 

War  powers© .  .91 

Water  pollution* ......... .24 

W e ed  kill crs.©o.  © ...  * . . . , *>15 
WoOl©'.  a  .©  ©«  ©O  ©.  O  »  ©■•«  .  .  ol2,69 


items 

Appropr  ia^ons.  ©  .1,10 s  23,  Housing, . . . * .-.  .-11,72 

45 V49 ,74,75 *93 >99  Information . ..13,39,65 

Auditing.. .  JV. .  ,30 , 57>  73  Insect  control.  ©  .*...©.  ...49 

Bankruptcy. ,  .N. . ....... 21  Labor,  farm©  © . .  .1 

Buildings  and  grounds© ©36  Lands ............ ©*11,33,94 

Calendar. ...... ... ©SO  Lands,  reclamation© .. .96, 96 

Claims. ..........  A- .6, 67  Latin  America©  . . .63 

Committees... . ^9,76  Livestock  and  meat© ... *5,49 

Consumer  credit© .... 7  Loans.©©..-. . 4 

Loans,  farm . ’1,30,57  $77 

Marketing. ©  ©49,51,54 
[  incral  s  ©  •  .©©..©©o.  ..-••••6l 

rgarii zat ion, executive. „ . 49 
Education. ..........  ©3>7l  Or^,nizatio ^legislative ©-39 , 4b 

Electrif  icationguraL6o?37  Peamit  s. ............ .....53 

Earn  program.©. 9 ,l4» 55*76  Personnel©.. 23, 29, 31,40.64 

Eats  and  oils . i...*92  \  73,33 

Fisheries . .25  Philippine  rehabilitatioiy^27 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Bills  cleared  for  Pres  ideiNi  Agricultural  appropriation  bill,  Government 
corporations  appropriation  bill,  First^nd  Seoond  supplemental  appropriation  bills, 
amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act,  place  croto  y^surance  on  limited  basis,  amend  Kar-- 
keting  Agreement  Act,  liberalize  GI  farm  tSftining,  provide  for  wool-price  supports, 
revise  peanut-quota  provisions,  regulate  Jyvr^age  imports©  Both  Houses  agreed  to 
resolutions  authorizing  their  Agriculture^ ComMttces  to  study  a  long-range  farm  pro--- 
gran.  Tongass  Forest  bill  was  probabl^clcared^for  President.  House  asked  USDA  to 
invcstigo/tc  weed  killers©  Both  IIouscs^iutliorizecd^.nvcstigation  of  high  prices©  Sen© 
Morse  spoke  favoring  Remount  Scrvicorbill. 

SpMTE  -  July  25 

APPROPRIATIONS©  Rejected,  1 the  conference  report;  on  H©  R©  3756,-  the  Govern¬ 
ment  corporations  appropriation  bill  (pp©  10334-91)  ©  \en,  Yandenberg,  ,Mich;,t 
and  others  ob  j ect ed  t o  thre  provision  making  FDIU  subjecV  to  budgetary  control; 
and  Sen.  Yandenberg  sayd.  "They  tear  down  the  Farm  CreditSOrganizabion© .  ©there 
is  a  great  deal  to  be/usaid  for"  the  objection  which  is  to  bc^juade  against  an 
equivalent  raid  on  jjne  independence  of  the  farm  cooperative  restitutions'*  (p< 
10337) 

Passed  with^imendments  H0  R*  4269,  the  supplemental  appropriation  bill 
(pp->  10264-3,  20372-33)o  Sons©  Ball,  Brooks,  Ferguson,  Cordon,  M^pllar , 

Hoyden,  and  5$ 

worth,  Engai,  Stefan,  Case,  Keefe,  Camion,  Kerr,  and  Mahon  were  appointed  con¬ 
ferees  (n*  1032l)o  .Regarding  the  Sugar  Rationing  Administration  item,  Sen* 
Flander^,  Yt©,  saids  "...by  agreeing  to  the  amendment,  we  end  sugar  rationing 
at  onoe"  (p3  10265)0  Rejected  an  amendment  by  S^n©  Ball,  Minn© ,  to  provide^ 
$1*3^0,000  additional  to  continue  the  TJSElA  farm- -labor  program  through  June  30* 
19/3,  and  a  committee  amendment  to  strike  out  the  item  for  a  Farm  Placement 
Service  in  the  Labor  Department  in  view  of  the  Ball  amendment  j  thus  the  Senate 
'"action  was  to  transfer  the  farm-labor  program  back  to  the  Labor  Department  Cpp© 
1037^ S3)©-  Son©  Russell  attempted  to  clear  up  a  misunderstanding  as  to  the 


Senate  committee  ii&-  commenting  in  its  report  on  th  eEgjggjX  catalog  proposal, 
and  subcommittee  chairman  Bald  said?  HThe  conjiWHrSoin  its  report  certainly  did 
not  intend. to  place  any  linitation  on^jMtfS^av-aila'ble  in  other  items,  "but  was 
referring  merely  to  the  Bndget->e,fc,1^ate^t>f'!-«^L700 ,000  for  a  special  project1’ 

(p.  10383)  -  _  ___ 

The. Approp^At^ons  Committee  reported  with  anenm^iwj."  Bo  4347,  the  2nd 
supplem^ta^approprlation  hill  (S.  Kept.  767) (p*  10 368) 

?en.  Tydings,  Md0 ,  inserted  a  statement  showing  the  Budget  and  o 
sional  figures  for  each  appropriation  Bill  for  1948  (ppc  10400~l)y 


2o  SUGAR*  Passed  l^^cpor^'id:  H,  &0  4075*  to  amend  and  extend  the  ’Sugar  .  Act  of  1937 
(pp.  104ll-22)«  Rejected, .  40-4-2,  an.  amendment  "by  Sen,  Chavez,  ' N<>:  M0  , '  to  strike 
out  the. provision  preventing,  increased-  quotas  to  countries  which  deny  fair 
treatment  to  Americans  Vpp.  10420-l)9  and  the  committee  amendment  on  labor  start- 
dardsCpo  104lS)o  This  hill  will  now  he  sent  to  the  President® 

"3"fl  FAM 'TRAINING,  Passed  as  reported  Ho  R,  2lSl,  to  liberalize  the  farm-training 

provisions  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act,  after  rejecting,  3b~45,  a  mo¬ 
tion,  by  Sen.  Taft,  Ohio,  to  recommit  the  bill  (pp®  10391"400,  .lo4olh-7) 

V  •  • 

4®  LOANS.  The  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Nonessential  Federal  Expenditure 
ihmitted  a  report  on  Federal  lending  operations  (S.  Doc.  103),  and  Chaij^an 
Byrd,  discussed  the  report  (p.  10434), 

FOOT-AldKMOUl’H  DISEASE®  Received  the  30-day  report  of  this  Departmpffc  on  prog¬ 
ress  of  the  foot-and-mouth  disease  campaign  in  Mexico;  to  Agricidjreure  and 
Forestry  Cohqittee  (pi  l03,bS) 

CLAIMS,  The  Judi>^iary  Committee  reported  with  amendments  He  R.  3^90s  to  amend 
the  Federal  Tort  Claims  Act  regarding  death  statutes  anjj^lecisions  in  Ala.  and 
Mas  So  (So  Rept,  7^3  /£©■:>  IO360), 

7»  CONSUMER  CREDITo  Both  Ho^es  agreed  to  the  confer^Tce  report  on  S.  J.  .Res*  l48, 
to  provide  for  temporary  continuation  of  consumer-credit  regulation  authority 
(pp«  10439*  10274-5)  *  This  measure  will  now Joe  sent  t<p  the  President  c 

8.  GRAIN  EXPORTS.  Sen,  Butler,  He'brtVspok^^i  favor  of  S0  1586,  to  provide  for 
.  U.,  S,  grain  exports  through  privateNjauiustry  (pp,  10440-l), 

9®  AGRICULTURAL  STUDIES,  Debated  S'.  RtTo  authorising  the  Agriculture  and 

Forestry  Committee  to  study  agricultural  j-Wi  slab  ion  and  the  trends,  needs,  and 
problems  of  agriculture1,  Sen.yffaylox1/,  Idaho  ,N^b jeetod  to  the  resolution  (pn® 

.  10448,  10452-3)o 

10o  APPROPRIATIONS®  Both  H^bses  agreed  to  the  conferentoje  report  on  H,  R.  3678,  the 
War  Department  mil it/zy  appropriation  hill  (ppy  104u&^3;  10305-10) o  Tills  hill 
will  now  ho  sent  tf  the  President® 

INVEST  IGATIONS/g Agreed,  without  amendment,  to  S,  Res*  1 48 ^Authorizing  the 
Public  Landgr  Committee  to  invesriga/te  matters  within  its  jurisdiction  ^ppo 

io44s,  19^-1)  o 

*eed,with  amendments,  to  H0  Con<,  Res,  104,  authorizing  a  jt^nt . housing 
investigation;  and  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  (pp0  1044o— 50) p 

Discussed. and  passed  over,  on  objection  01  Son,  Taylor,  Idaho,  sN£on< 
js,  19,  to  establish^  a  joint  subcommittee  to  investigate  high  prices  ofScon— 
sumer  goods  (p0  10451 )  '  ^ 
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80th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  1 584 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  18  (legislative  day,  July  16),  1947 
Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


j  AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Chavez  to  the  bill  (S.  1584) 
to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States,  with  the 
Territories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with 
foreign  countries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of 
sugars  and  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing 
industry;  to  promote  the  export  trade  of  the  United  States; 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  8,  line  23,  strike  out  all  of  subsection  E  of 

2  section  202. 
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providing  for  the  continuation  of  the 
FC,  we  left  out  certain  refinancing  pro- 
sions.  Unless  this  bill  is  passed  and 
t  to  the  House  of  Representatives,  the 
eral  Housing  Administration  will  be 
lef\  without  funds  after  October, 
r.  TAFT.  I  understand. 

MAYBANK.  I  shall  appreciate 
the  Efforts  of  the  Senator  from  Oljio  to 
haveXthe  bill  considered. 

MrATAFT*  I  understand,  and  I  shall 
do  nmbest.  / 

MEETINGS  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
COMMITTEE  j 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President/  before 
yielding  the  floor,  I  wish  to  make  an  an¬ 
nouncement  on  behalf  of  the  chairman 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee,  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  .  \  f 

The  secehd  supplemental  deficiency 
bill  will  be  marked  up  at  7  o’clock  p.  m. 

The  full  committee  will  meet  at  8  p.  m. 
to  consider  the  mark-up  byfthe  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  th&  second  supplemental  de¬ 
ficiency  bill,  i 

The  conference  committee  on  the  ap¬ 
propriations  for  civil  functions  of  the 
War  Department  will  mefet  at  7:30  p.  m. 

The  conference  committee  on  the  first 
supplemental  appropriation  bill  will  meet 
at  8:30  p.  m. 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS— EXECUTIVE 
SEESlf)N 


lr.  President,  will 
le? 

I  am  a  member  of 
fommittees,  I  shall 
enator  from  Ohio 


Mr.  TYDINGS. 
the  Senator  yield  tc 
Mr.  TAPT.  I  yie| 

Mr.  TYDINGS. 
these  appropriation 
appreciate  it  if  tl 

can  give  me  some/inditation  of  when  he 
thinks  we  shall  ha^e  an^executive  session 
Mr.  TAPT.  I  aoubt  &at  we  shall  have 
an  executive  seslion  torpght.  The  pres¬ 
ent  plan  is  to  deal  wittf  the  sugar  bill. 
I  do  not  know  liw  long  tlpe  consideration 
of  that  bill  wil f  take.  I  I\ope  it  will  not 
take  too  long 
Then  we  stfall  have  theft  resolution  of 
the  Senator  from  West  Virania,  relating 
to  an  investigation  of  immigration,  with 
the  understanding  that  if  that  takes  an 
hour  and  sail  is  not  disposed 
lay  it  asid el  and  shall  take  u; 
dar,  returning  to  that  bill  af 
endar  is  disposed  of. 

That  lathe  general  plan. 

Mr.  TIDINGS.  What  wou 
progra: 

Mr.  T/AFT.  After  last  night’; 

I  would  hope  that  we  might  be 
take  affecess  by  10  or  11  o’clock 
ning./nd  have  one  last  call  of  the 
tive  ffalendar  tomorrow.  There 
so  rmich  business  for  tomorrow, 
see  no  reason  why  there  should 
full/consideration. 

Ir.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President, 
th/  Senator  feel  he  can  now  give  me  ’ps- 
lce  that  some  time  either  tonight 
of  tomorrow  there  will  be  a  call  of  the 
secutive  Calendar? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  think  I  can  give  assur- 
mce  that  that  is  the  intention. 


af,  we  shall 
I,  the  calen- 
er  the  cal- 


be  the 


AUTHORIZATION  TO  COMMANDANT, 
UNITED  STATES  COAST  GUARD,  TO 
S.GRANT  WAIVERS  FOR  EMPLOYMENT 
CERTAIN  ALIEN  SEAMEN 

WHITE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to\ask  for  immediate  consideration 
of  a  Ho^se  joint  resolution  which  is  in 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
CommerceNjot  having  been  reported  to 
the  Senate.  \J  ask  unaniinous  consent 
that  the  Coimnittee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commence  be  discharged  from 
further  consideration  of  House  Joint 
Resolution  245,  amending  Public  Law  27, 
Eightieth  Congress. 

The  PRESIDENT  'hro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  President,  I  now  ask 
for  the  imjhediate  consideh&tion  of  the 
joint  resolution. 

The  ^RESIDENT  pro  ted^pore.  Is 
there  Objection? 

gre  being  no  objection,  th\  joint 
resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  345)  amending 
Pj/olic  Law  27,  Eightieth  Congress,  tyas 
Considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
'read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 


SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

Mr.  TAPT.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  House  bill  4075,  Calendar  No. 
608,  the  so-called  sugar  bill. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  that 
the  Senate  proceed  to  consider  House 
4075. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
(H.  R.  4075)  to  regulate  commerce 
among  the  several  States,  with  the  Terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions  of  the  United 
States,  and  with  foreign  countries,  which 
had  been  reported  from  the  Committee 
on  Finance  with  an  amendment. 

Mi’.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  the 
present  Sugar  Act  expires  December  31, 
1947.  Those  of  us  who  are  especially 
interested  because  of  the  activities  in 
our  States  in  the  growing  or  processing 
of  the  beets  or  the  cane,  have  been 
anxious  as  to  the  further  course  of 
covering  legislation. 

For  a  time  it  appeared  that  a  simple 
extension  would  be  the  most  that  could 
be  hoped  for,  this  because  of  the  appar¬ 
ent  inability  of  the  interested  parties  to 
get  together.  Those  of  .us  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  especially  interested  counseled  the 
representatives  of  the  producers  and 
processors  that  more  than  a  simple,  short 
extension  could  not  be  had  unless  a  wide 
area  of  agreement  could  be  achieved.  In 
reaching  agreement  among  the  numer¬ 
ous  interests  involved,  there  had  to  be 
reconciliation  of  mapy  points  of  conflict. 
The  mainland  cane-  and  beet-sugar 
producers  and  processors  were  not  in 
agreement. 

There  was  appearance  of  some  divi¬ 
sion  of  opinion  between  the  agencies  of 
the  Government  which  are  interested. 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Anderson  took 
an  active  interest  in  helping  to  put  this 
bill  together. 


The  accords  which  were  reached  came 
somewhat  as  a  surprise  to  many  of  us. 
There  was  not  a  single  interest  that  re¬ 
ceived  everything  it  wanted.  Every  in¬ 
terest  had  to  sacrifice  a  part  of  its  ambi¬ 
tion.  I  believe  those  sacrifices  were  made 
because  it  was  apparent  that  a  simple 
extension  statute  would  not  give  the  sta¬ 
bility  to  the  industry  which  is  required 
in  this  transitional  period. 

Secretary  Anderson,  appearing  before 
the  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
on  June  21,  1947,  well  expressed  the  offi¬ 
cial  viewpoint  toward  the  bill.  He  said: 

With  that  in  mind  it  was  suggested  that 
we  confer  with  the  Department  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  because  it  has  a  responsibility  to  Puerto 
Rico  and  Hawaii. 

He  is  referring  to  efforts  to  get  to¬ 
gether. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  looked  at 
the  bill  carefully.  The  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  phoned  me  after  he  had  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  study  it,  to  say  he  was  in  full  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  purpose  of  the  bill,  and  they 
would  be  able  to  support  it,  because  they 
felt  it  was  of  great  value  that  the  domestic 
areas  were  in  agreement  on  it.  I  then  sug¬ 
gested  they  consult  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  the  State  Department  and  other 
branches  of  the  administration,  and  I  am 
now  in  a  petition  to  say  to  you  I  am  confi¬ 
dent  that  the  administration  will  be  pleased 
to  support  a  bill  such  as  has  been  drawn  if 
it  should  be  favorably  acted  upon  by  this 
committee  and  by  the  House  in  turn,  and 
finally  by  the  Senate. 

The  bill  before  us  represents  the  re¬ 
sult  of  all  those  negotiations,  adjust¬ 
ments,  and  conciliations. 

The  bill  in  substance  is  a  5-year  exten¬ 
sion,  with  changes,  some  of  the  more 
important  of  which  will  be  specially 
mentioned,  of  the  sugar-control  legisla¬ 
tion  which  has  been  in  effect  in  this 
country  since  1934. 

Included  in  the  features  of  that  exist¬ 
ing  control  system  are  these.  A  quota 
system  dividing  the  sugar  needs  of  the 
Nation  among  those  who  historically 
have  supplied  them.  Our  sugar  needs 
from  year  to  year  are  estimated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Benefit  pay¬ 
ments  are  provided  for  our  producers. 
These  are  contingent  on  not  employing 
child  labor,  paying  labor  bills,  and  on 
observing  requirements  as  to  the  amount 
of  sugar  to  be  produced. 

An  excise  tax  is  levied  on  the  proces¬ 
sor,  which  in  theory  is  supposed  to  equal 
the  benefit  payments,  but  which  in  prac¬ 
tice  has  exceeded  the  amount  of  those 
payments.  It  must  be  thoroughly  un¬ 
derstood  that  this  is  a  temporary  meas¬ 
ure,  that  every  Senator  voting  for  the 
bill  reserves  unimpaired  his  own  philoso¬ 
phy  and  freedom  as  to  permanent  sugar 
legislation  a-nd  as  to  other  agricultural 
policies. 

Let  us  look  at  some  of  the  new  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  bill  before  us.  Section  201 
would  modify  the  method  of  estimating 
the  quantity  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  consumers  in  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States.  Under  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1937  the  estimate  is  made  on  a 
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consumption  basis  in  an  amount  not  less 
than  the  average  per  capita  consump¬ 
tion  during  the  2-year  period  1937-38, 
which  amounts  to  102.6  pounds. 

That  per  capita  standard  is  omitted, 
and  there  is  a  provision  directing  the 
Secretary  in  making  consumption  esti¬ 
mates  to  take  into  consideration  certain 
standards  with  a  view  of  providing  a 
supply  of  sugar  which  will  be  consumed 
at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessive  to 
consumers  and  which  will  fairly  and 
equitably  maintain  and  protect  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry. 

The  standards  to  be  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration  include  the  level  of  consump¬ 
tion  during  the  preceding  year,  any  de¬ 
ficiency  or  surplus  in  sugar  inventories, 
changes  in  population  and  demand  con¬ 
ditions,  level  and  trend  of  consumer 
purchasing  power,  and  the  relationship 
between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  re¬ 
fined  sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living 
in  the  United  States,  as  compared  with 
the  relationship  between  the  prices  at 
wholesale  for  refined  sugar  and  the  gen¬ 
eral  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States 
during  1947,  prior  to  the  time  when 
controls  on  sugar  were  brought  to  an 
end. 

The  Secretary  does  not  have  to  give 
any  special  weighting  to  any  of  those 
factors,  but  he  must  consider  all  of  them 
and  reach  his  decision.  The  over- all 
controlling  guide  is  the  provision  which 
requires  the  establishment  of  a  supply 
of  sugar  which  will  be  consumed  at  prices 
which  will  not  be  excessive  to  consumers, - 
and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably 
maintain  and  protect  the  welfare  of  the 
domestic  sugar  industry. 

There  are  also  new  provisions  for  the 
establishment  of  the  quotas. 

Under  the  act  of  1937  the  quotas  for 
sugar-producing  areas,  both  domestic 
and  foreign,  are  based  upon  percentages 
of  the  estimate  of  consumption  require¬ 
ments,  so  that  annual  quotas  vary  de¬ 
pending  upon  the  amount  of  such  esti¬ 
mates.  s 

Section  202  of  the  bill  establishes  fixed 
quota's  for  oiiu  uemestic-producing  areas 
totaling  4,268,000  short  tons,  raw  value. 
An  additional  952,000  short  tons  are  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  Philippines  under  the  Phil¬ 
ippine  Trade  Act  of  1946.  The  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  fixed  amount  for  the 
domestic-producing  areas  and  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines  and  the  esti¬ 
mate  of  consumption  requirements  is 
apportioned  to  Cuba  and  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines,  on  the  basis  of  the 
same  percentages  ratios  as  are  now  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  namely, 
98.64  percent  to  Cuba  and  1.36  percent 
to  full-duty  countries. 

Let  me  give  an  estimate  of  what  the 
Philippine  deficiencies  predicted  over 
the  next  few  years:  752,000  tons  in  1948, 
552,000  tons  in  1949,  302,000  tons  in  1950, 
and  202,000  tons  in  1951  and  1952. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Mr.  President  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  As  the  Senator  re¬ 
calls,  in  the  committee  there  was  a  dis¬ 
cussion  with  respect  to  the  language  of 
the  bill  authorizing  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  if  the  Secretary  „  of  State 


finds  that  any  foreign  country  denies 
fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  the  na¬ 
tionals  of  the  United  States,  its  com¬ 
merce,  navigation, “or  industry,  and  so 
notifies  the  Secretary — that  is,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture — to  withhold  or 
withdraw  any  increase  in  share,  and  so 
forth.  A  considerable  number  of  Amer¬ 
ican  nationals  have  claims  against  the 
nationals  of  Cuba.  It  may  be  that  some 
of  them  have  claims  against  some  pub¬ 
lic  authority  in  Cuba.  They  felt  that 
instead  of  simply  giving  authority  or  dis¬ 
cretion  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
in  the  event  the  Secretary  of  State  found 
that  our  nationals  were  being  treated 
unfairly,  there  ought  to  be  a  mandatory 
provision  with  respect  to  his  authority 
to  press  for  the  collection  of  claims  in 
behalf  of  American  nationals  against 
people  in  Cuba.  After  discussing  the 
matter  in  the  committee  it  was  decided 
not  to  offer  an  amendment  of  that  sort, 
for  obvious  reasons  which  need  not  be 
gone  into  here.  But  there  are  numerous 
claimants  in  the  United  States  against 
institutions  and  individuals  in  Cuba,  who 
ought  to  be  paid.  There  is  no  reason  I 
know  of  why  they  should  longer  be  de¬ 
nied  settlement  of  their  claims. 

Out  of  deference  to  the  diplomatic  sit¬ 
uation  existing  at  this  time,  an  amend¬ 
ment  was  not  offered  making  it  manda¬ 
tory  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
upon  a  finding  by  the  Secretary  of  State, 
proceed  in  a  way  that  would  seek  to  en¬ 
force  payment  of  those  claims.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Colorado, 
the  very  able  and  fair  chairman  of  the 
committee,  what  he  thinks  our  attitude 
ought  to  be,  what  his  attitude  ought  to 
be,  and  what  the  attitude  of  the  State 
and  Agriculture  Departments  ought  to 
be,  as  well  as  the  attitude  of  the  Cuban 
interests  with  respect  to  the  payment  of 
these  just  and  honorable  claims  which 
our  nationals  have  growing  out  of  the 
sugar  situation? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  It  seems  to  me,  of 
course,  that  Cuba  should  pay  acknowl¬ 
edged  and  adjudicated  claims.  There 
are  many  claims,  I  assume,  which  have 
neither  been  acknowledged  nor  adjudi¬ 
cated.  There  might  be  some  technical 
difficulties  with  respect  to  adjudicated  or 
acknowledged  claims;  but  certainly  a  na¬ 
tion  which  is  the  beneficiary  of  the  riches 
which  flow  to  it  from  what  we  are  grant¬ 
ing  in  this  act  in  the  way  of  entry  of 
Cuban  sugar  into  this  country  ought  to 
be  willing  to  pay  the  just  debts  of  Amer¬ 
ican  nationals.  I  see  no  reason  why  the 
subject  should  not  be  covered  as  it  is  in 
the  bill.  I  believe  it  would  be  a  mistake 
to  make  action  compulsory  on  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  I  believe  that  he  should  have  flex¬ 
ibility  of  discretion,  so  that  he  may  act 
justly,  so  that  there  would  be  no  reason 
for  proceeding  harshly  or  in  an  arbitrary 
manner,  and  so  that  he  would  have  lee¬ 
way  for  the  preservation  of  friendship 
and  the  attainment  of  justice  to  our 
nationals. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  I  appreciate  the  re¬ 
ply  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado.  I 
should  like  to  ask  him  whether  his  inter¬ 
pretation  would  be  made  along  this  line: 
In  the  case  of  the  payment  of  just  claims, 
claims  which  have  been  adjudicated  or 
adjusted  by  any  process  by  the  Cuban 
people  or  the  Cuban  Government,  or 


whatever  agency  may  have  incurred  the 
indebtedness,  if  there  were  a  deliberate 
refusal  to  pay  such  just  and  honorable 
claims,  would  not  that  be  regarded  as  a 
denial  of  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to 
the  nationals  of  the  United  States,  under 
the  language  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  think  that  if  the 
denial  were  arbitrary,  with  the  intention 
of  defeating  a  just  debt,  it  would  be 
proper  ground  for  invoking  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  that  paragraph. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  reply.  Of  course,  we  all  sympa¬ 
thize  with  Cuba.  We  admire  Cuba.  We 
admire  her  people.  We  have  had  an 
intimate  association  with  them  for  half 
a  century,  growing  out  of  the  Spanish- 
American  War.  None  of  us  wants  to  do 
an  injustice  to  the  Cuban  people  or  the 
Cuban  Government  or  become  arbitrary 
ourselves  in  dealing  with  them.  Yet  at 
the  same  time  I  think  no  one  can  deny 
our  right  to  be  interested  in  a  reciprocal 
performance  of  the  mutual  obligations 
which  exist  between  the  two  countries 
and  their  nationals. 

In  that  accommodative  situation  and 
;n  that  atmosphere,  I  have,  myself,  al¬ 
though  requested  by  constituents  of 
mine,  declined  to  offer  an  amendment 
making  it  compulsory,  on  the  ground  and 
in  the  hope  that  it  could  be  worked  out 
amicably  so  that  claims  of  our  people 
would  be  adjusted  and  paid  without  a 
rigid  requirement  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  under  any  finding  of  the 
Secretary  of  State,  would  be  compelled 
to  proceed  in  a  certain  way.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  feel  that  that 
is  a  fair  and  just  attitude,  not  only  on 
account  of  our  own  nationals,  but  be¬ 
cause  of  the  situation  between  our  coun¬ 
try  and  Cuba  in  such  matters? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  should  think  that 
Cuba  would  not  object  to  seeing  that  the 
just  claims  of  our  nationals  are  paid. 
I  am  grateful  that  the  Senator  has  not 
offered  an  amendment  which  would  make 
action  compulsory,  because,  after  all, 
each  claim  has  to  be  studied.  There 
may  be  surface  indications  that  lencl  the 
appearance  of  justice  to  a  bad  claim. 
But  certainly  with  such  matters  in  mind, 
I  think  that  our  Secretary  of  State  should 
use  his  good  offices  to  see  that  these 
claims  are  paid. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Of  course,  I  do  not 
know  all  the  details  of  the  various  claims 
which  have  been  asserted  and  are  being 
asserted  by  American  nationals.  I 
think  it  would  be  most  unfortunate  if 
there  were  any  arbitrary  refusal  on  the 
part  of  Cuba  or  her  nationals  to  meet 
our  own  people  in  a  spirit  of  accommoda¬ 
tion  and  in  a  desire  to  liquidate  these 
claims,  whatever  they  may  be,  based  upon 
the  merits  of  the  claims  individually.  I 
am  not  speaking  of  them  en  masse  or  en 
bloc  or  in  groups.  It  may  be  that  they 
vary  in  their  merits.  It  may  be  that 
some  claims  have  been  longer  delayed! 
in  their  payment.  Others  may  not  have 
been  adjudicated  to  the  point  where  the 
exact  amount  may  be  known.  But  in 
any  case  there  should  be  no  effort  on  the 
part  of  our  friend  and  neighbor,  and  I 
hope  there  is  none,  to  delay  unneces¬ 
sarily  the  liquidation  and  payment  of 
these  claims  in  behalf  of  American 
citizens. 
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Mr.  THOMAS  of  Utah  and  Mr. 
CHAVEZ  addressed  the  chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  yield;  and, 
if  so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield  to  the  Sen- 
.  ator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Utah.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  before  we  leave  this  subject  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  a  question.  In  the  committee 
report,  page  4,  there  is  the  following 
paragraph: 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  committee  that 
the  nonpayment  of  valid  claims  which  have 
been  adjudicated  or  acknowledged  by  for¬ 
eign  countries  shall  constitute  unfair  or 
inequitable  treatment  within  the  meaning 
of  section  202  (e).  Representatives  of  the 
State  Department  appearing  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  concurred  in  this  construction  of  the 
language  of  section  202  (e). 

My  question  is  this:  The  Sugar  Act  is 
administered  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  Is  there  a  concurrence  of 
opinion  between  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  State  Department  in 
agreement  with  the  paragraph  which  I 
have  read? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Whether  there  is  a 
concurrence  I  cannot  say;  but  the  State 
Department  has  approved  this  para¬ 
graph  and  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  approved  the  bill. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Utah.  There  would 
be  only  one  Department  to  pass  upon 
what  would  be  done  to  a  defaulting  na¬ 
tion,  and  that  would  be  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Utah.  I  wondered 
about  it  because  the  question  arose  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  The  under¬ 
standing  is  complete  within  the  commit¬ 
tee,  is  it  not,  that  the  Agricultural  De¬ 
partment  will  accept  the  judgment  of 
the  State  Department? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Oh,  yes;  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Department  would  have  nothing 
to  do  with  the  prosecution  of  those 
claims  or  with  the  diplomatic  inter¬ 
changes  necessary  to  have  something 
done  about  them. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Utah.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Massachusetts 
has  several  sugar  refineries  within  its 
boundaries,  and  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee  if 
this  bill,  in  his  opinion,  protects  the  sugar 
refineries  in  the  United  States. 

Mr. -MILLIKIN.  In  my  opinion,  it 
does. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Does  it  give 
them  all  the  raw  sugar  to  which  they 
are  entitled? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  It  gives  them  all  to 
which  they  are  entitled  under  all  the 
circumstances  with  which  we  are  deal¬ 
ing.  I  do  not  believe  that  anyone  who 
has  joined  in  shaping  this  bill  is  100-per¬ 
cent  satisfied.  If  anyone  were  100-per¬ 
cent  satisfied,  it  would  be  a  bad  bill. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 


Mr.  LANGER.  Can  the  Senator  com¬ 
pare  the  benefits  to  Puerto  Rico  with 
those  to  Cuba  in  connection  faith  the 
sugar  program? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Cuba  is  the  largest 
sugar  producer  in  the  world.  Puerto 
Rico  is  a  smaller  sugar  producer,  but  a 
very  important  one.  Puerto  Rico  has  a 
fixed  quota  under  this  bill,  as  has  Hawaii 
and  as  has  our  domestic  cane  producers 
and  our  domestic  beet-sugar  producers. 
Puerto  Rico  has  a  definite  quota  which 
she  can  count  upon  putting  into  our 
market.  Cuba  has  a  varying  quota  with 
a  minimum  approximately  equal  to  28.6 
percent  of  the  consumption  under  the 
measurement  requirements  of  the  1937 
Sugar  Act. 

Mr.  LANGER.  How  much  does  Puerto 
Rico  furnish? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  will  give  the  Sena¬ 
tor  the  exact  figures,  and  I  think  this  is 
a  good  place  to  put  them  into  the  Record. 
Does  the  Senator  wish  to  know  the  quota, 
or  what  they  actually  supply? 

Mr.  LANGER.  The  quota. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  The  Cuban  sugar 
quota  is  a  quota  which  varies  and  which 
is  measured  by  adding  together  all  of  the 
fixed  quotas,  taking  the  estimate  of  con¬ 
sumption  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
subtracting  the  two,  and  giving  Cuba 
98-and-a-fraction  percent  of  the  result. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Is  it  not  true  that 
Puerto  Rico  cannot  compete  with  Cuba 
because  of  an  Executive  order  issued  by 
a  former  President — I  think  is  was  Mr. 
Wilson — whereby  ships  coming  back 
without  cargo  can  bring  in  sugar  at  a 
much  less  rate  than  the  rate  at  which  it 
can  be  shipped  by  Puerto  Rico? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  would  say  that  is 
not  correct.  Puerto  Rico  is  shipping 
sugar  into  this  country. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Yes,  but  that  is  be¬ 
cause  there  is  a  shortage  of  sugar. 
Where  there  is  overproduction  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  different. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  This  bill  will  meet 
the  precise  point  to  which  the  Senator  is 
referring,  because  Puerto  Rico  will  get 
an  absolute  fixed  quota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Will  it  be  at  a  fixed 
price? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Tfifere  will  be  no  fixed 
price. 

Mr.  LANGER.  If  there  is  no  fixed 
price  and- Cuba  gets  the  benefit  of  these 
cargoes  of  sugar  at  a  less  rate  than  the 
rate  at  which  Puerto  Rico  can  ship  it 
here,  why  is  not  Cuba  getting  an  advan- 
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Mr.  MILLIKIN.  With  reference  to  the 
price,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
supposed  to  make  an  estimate  of  con¬ 
sumption  on  a  yearly  basis.  This  esti¬ 
mate,  measuring  as  it  does  the  supply, 
has  a  profound  effect  on  price. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  am  afraid  I  did  not 
make  myself  clear.  Suppose  there  is  an 
overproduction  of  sugar,  and  suppose 
Cuba  wishes  to  sell  sugar  and  Puerto 
Rico  wishes  to  sell  sugar.  The  American 
buyer  can  buy  sugar  cheaper  from  Cuba 
than  from  Puerto  Rico,  because  of  the 
•advantage  under  the  President’s  execu¬ 
tive  order;  is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  would  not  say  that 
each  country  could  land  its  sugar  in  this 
country  at  exactly  the  same  price. 
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Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  In  the  sugar  bill,  has 
any  provision  been  made  relative  to  the 
free  shipment  of  Cuban  sugar  or  the 
shipment  of  Cuban  sugar  at  a  lower  price 
than  Puerto-Rican  sugar,  due  to  the 
Executive  order  of  a  former  President? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  There  is  nothing  in 
this  bill  that  bears  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  LANGER.  How  will  it  affect  our 
people  out  West?  In  the  Red  River 
Valley  there  are  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  acres  of  land  on  which  thousands  of 
our  farmers  wish  tp  produce  sugar.  Un¬ 
der  this  bill,  will  there  be  a  limitation 
on  the  acreage,  or  will  there  not? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  We  shall  have  a  fixed 
quota.  The  fixed  quota  will  give  room 
for  expansion.  The  bill  is  temporary. 

I  may  say  to  the  Senat  r  that  there, 
again,  each  interest  wishes  to  have  more 
than  it  has.  Inasmuch  as  I  come  from 
a  beet-sugar  area,  I  wish  that  that  area 
had  a  larger  quota.  The  cane-sugar  peo¬ 
ple  wish  they  had  a  larger  quota.  Every¬ 
one  wishes  to  have  a  larger  quota.  But  I 
think  the  quotas  of  the  bill  represent 
the  best  that  can  be  worked  out  at  this 
time. 

Let  me  say  that  this  is  a  5-year  bill. 
It  is  temporary  legislation.  We  can  look 
at  it  again  in  the  future.  In  the  mean¬ 
time  I  may  say  that  we  are  not  producing 
as  much  sugar  as  we  are  allowed  by  the 
quota.  We  have  room  to  grow. 

Mr.  LANGER.  In  the  Senator’s  opin¬ 
ion,  under  this  bill  what  will  be  the  per¬ 
centage  of  increase  of  acreage  in  the 
United  States,  over  the  acreage  in  1938? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  cannot  state  it  in 
terms  of  acreage,  but  I  can  state  what 
we  produced,  as  compared  to  what  our 
quota  is. 

Under  the  proposed  act,  the  domestic 
beet-sugar  people  have  a  quota  of  1,800,- 
000  short  tons. 

_  Let  me  give  the  Senator  some  of  the 
history  for  the  production  in  the  last  few 
years  in  regard  to  domestic  beet  sugar. 

In  1940,  we  produced  1,897,000  tons  of 
beet  sugar. 

In  1941,  we  produced  1,588,000  tons. 

In  1942  we  produced  1,726,000  tons. 

In  1943  we  produced  998,000  tons. 

In  1944  we  produced  1,056.000  tons. 

In  1945  we  produced  1,278,000  tons. 

In  1946  we  produced  1,523,000  tons. 

Somewhere  here  I  think  I  have  a  later 
figure.  But  those  figures  will  give  the 
Senator  an  idea  that  our  quota  under 
this  bill  is  higher  than  our  production  of 
sugar  in  most  of  the  recent  years,  al¬ 
though  not  higher  than  what  we  have 
produced  in  some  past  years. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Of  course,  there  would 
be  no  provision  in  law  on  this  subject,  I 
suppose;  but  has  any  investigation  been 
made  as  to  whether  the  peons  of  Cuba 
are  going  to  get  a  decent  wage  for  the 
production  of  sugar? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  We  are  able  to  im¬ 
pose  certain  controls  as  to  our  domestic 
sugar,  but  we  have  no  right  to  impose 
controls  so  far  as  a  foreign  country  is 
concerned. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Then  the  big  banking 
institutions  that  own  this  sugar  land  in 
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Cuba  can  pay  50  cents  a  day  or  $5  a  day, 
so  far  as  this  bill  is  concerned,  can  they? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  This  bill  does  not  at¬ 
tempt  to  regulate  wages  in  Cuba. 

Mr.  LANGER.  So  our  farmers  and 
producers  will  be  in  competition,  if  we 
may  call  it  that,  with  producers  in  Cuba, 
without  having  any  provision  made  for 
a  decent  standard  of  living  for  the  peons 
of  Cuba. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  With  this  exception: 
If  quotas  were  not  provided  by  this  act, 
and  if  we  had  a  three-quarter-cent  tariff, 
which  is  the  tariff  with  Cuba,  our  farm¬ 
ers  would  not  be  producing  any  sugar. 
This  bill  will  prevent  that  from  hap¬ 
pening. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - - 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
apologize  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  He  rose  before  I  did. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
does  not  provide  and  cannot  provide  for 
control  of  wages  in  Cuba. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  point  should  be 
made  clear. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  But  it  does  provide,  in 
a  unilateral  way,  that  this  country  can 
tell  Cuba  when  a  claim  is  just  and  when 
it  is  unjust.  Subsection  (e)  of  section 
202  so  provides,  does  it  not?  Is  not  that 
what  it  means? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  have  stated  that  we 
have  no  right  to  regulate  wages  in  Cuba, 
and  we  do  not  attempt  to  do  so.  That  is 
an  internal  matter  affecting  the  citizens 
of  Cuba. 

»The  paragraph  to  which  the  Senator 
takes  exception  relates  to  the  claims  of 
American  nationals  against  Cuba. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Very  well.  Then  we 
do  not  have  the  right  to  tell  Cuba  what 
she  shall  pay  in  wages,  but  we  do  have 
the  right  to  tell  Cuba  whether  such 
claims  are  just,  whether  such  claims 
should  be  paid,  or  whether  the  claims 
should  be  executed  without  allowing  the 
Government  anything  to  say  about  it? 
Is  that  the  interpretation  of  section  202, 
subsection  (e)  ? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  that 
paragraph,  under  its  terms,  gives  certain 
discretions  to  the  Secretary  of  State.  I 
do  not  believe  for  one  moment  that  it 
could  properly  be  assumed  that  he  would 
act  in  an  arbitrary  manner  in  reference 
to  such  claims.  His  job  is  to  preserve 
peace  between  this  country  and  other 
countries. 

In  the  colloquy  I  had  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kentucky,  I  hope 
I  made  it  very  clear  that  to  my  mind  it 
will  be  a  mistake  to  make  it  mandatory 
upon  the  Secretary  of  State  to  enforce 
his  opinion  in  these  matters,  and  that 
the  best  we  can  do  is  to  give  him  dis¬ 
cretion,  which,  I  respectfully  suggest,  we 
must  assume  will  be  exercised  wisely  and 
in  the  interest  of  good  foreign  relations. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  permit  me  to  say  a  word 
in  that  connection,  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  that,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  the  provision,  certainly  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  bill  does  not  give  the  Secre¬ 


tary  of  State  the  power  himself  to  ad¬ 
judicate  any  claim.  But  it  merely  pro¬ 
vides,  as  the  report  itself  shows,  on  page 
4,  that  this  particular  section  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  when  claims  have  been 
adjudicated  or  acknowledged  by  foreign 
countries  as  being  valid. 

So  the  adjudication  of  the  claim  is  to 
be  handled  according  to  the  customary 
procedure  now  followed,  and  is  not  af¬ 
fected  by  anything  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  Senator  is  entirely 
correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  sorry  I  cannot 
agree  with  that  because  I  interpret  sub¬ 
section  (e)  in  a  different  way.  Who  finds 
whether  or  hot  a  country  has  been  equi¬ 
table  and  just  to  our  citizens?  Our  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State.  Who  puts  in  the  claim? 
Our  Secretary  of  State. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  Senator  is 
mistaken  about  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  know  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  has  been  right  many 
times,  but  1  do  not  believe  he  can  be  right 
100  percent  all  the  time. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  legislative  in¬ 
tent  of  this  provision  is  clearly  stated  in 
the  report  and  it  has  now  been  stated  by 
the  Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  inquiry  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico.  The  claims  which  are  the 
subject  of  this  particular  section  are 
those  claims  which  are  adjudicated  and 
acknowledged  by  the  foreign  countries. 
In  other  words,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
bill  which  in  any  way  alters  or  changes 
or  adds  to  or  subtracts  from  the  present 
method  of  adjudicating  the  claims  of 
nationals  against  a  foreign  country.  But 
it  is  provided  in  the  bill  merely  that  when 
a  claim  has  been  so  adjudicated  and  so 
acknowledged  then  this  provision  dealing 
with  the  new  quota  which  is  being  ex¬ 
tended  to  foreign  countries  may  be  so 
administered  as  to  be  an  effective  instru¬ 
ment  for  collecting  an  already  acknowl¬ 
edged  claim. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  wish  I  could  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  as  to 
that  interpretation. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  That  is  the  legis¬ 
lative  history,  and  what  has  been  said  in 
the  report,  and  what  has  now  been  said 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  would  be  taken 
into  consideration  in  any  court. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  wish  I  could  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Wyoming.  I  can¬ 
not  do  so,  but  I  do  not  desire  to  interrupt 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  in  explaining 
the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  If  the  Senator  is 
going  to  offer  his  amendment,  I  should 
like  to  go  into  it  more  fully  at  that  time, 
rather  than  divert  to  it  now. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  A  moment  ago  the 
Senator  was  discussing  quotas  for  vari¬ 
ous  domestic  producers.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  irrespective  of  the  determination 
made  for  our  subsequent  requirements, 
all  domestic  producers  shall  receive 
4,268,000  tons? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  And  if  the  deter¬ 
mination,  let  us  say,  should  be  7,500,000 
tons,  Cuba  would  get  98.64  percent  of  the 


difference  between  7,500,000  and  the  ag¬ 
gregate  that  is  allowed  to  the  domestic 
producers,  which  would  include  conti¬ 
nental  producers  and  Hawaii,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  plus  the 
Philippines? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  We  would  have  to 
add  the  Philippine  deficit  in  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  assuming  in 
my  question  that  the  Philippine  Islands 
will  produce  their  entire  production.  If 
there  should  be  a  deficit,  then  under 
another  section  of  the  bill  95  percent  of 
the  deficit  would  go  to  Cuba? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  And  the  remainder 
to  foreign  countries? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect*. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  exactly 
correct? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Yes. 

I  should  like  to  explore  briefly  a  little 
further  the  paragraph  of  'the  bill  to 
which  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  objects. 

Section  202  (e)  is  a  new  provision 
under  which  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  withhold  or  withdraw  any  increase  in 
the  quota  for  any  foreign  country  over 
that  provided  for  such  country  under  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1937  upon  a  finding  and 
notification  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
that  such  country  denies  fair  and  equi¬ 
table  treatment  to  nationals  of  the 
United  States,  its  commerce,  navigation, 
or  industry.  In  the  event  that  any 
quota,  or  any  portion  thereof,  is  with¬ 
held  or  withdrawn  pursuant  to  this  sec¬ 
tion  the  amounts  so  withdrawn  are  to  be 
allocated  proportionately  among  the  do¬ 
mestic  producing  areas,  and  if  the  domes¬ 
tic  areas  are  unable  to  fulfill  such 
amounts  so  allotted  the. .  the  amounts 
unfilled  may  be  allotted  by  the  Secretary 
to  foreign  countries  which  do  not  deny 
fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  nationals 
o^.  the  United  States. 

It  has  been  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  committee  that  there  have  been  in¬ 
stances  where  nationals  of  the  United 
States  have  been  unable  to  collect  pecu¬ 
niary  claims  from  foreign  governments 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that,  in  many 
instances,  the  validity  of  such  claims  has 
been  acknowledged  by,  or  adjudicated  in 
the  courts  of,  such  foreign  countries. 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  committee  that 
the  nonpayment  of  valid  claims  which 
have  been  adjudicated  or  acknowledged 
by  foreign  countries  shall  constitute 
unfair  or  inequitable  treatment  within 
the  meaning  of  section  202  (e).  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  State  Department  ap¬ 
pearing  before  the  committee  concurred 
in  this  construction  of  the  language  of 
section  202  (e). 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  refer  to  the  last  para¬ 
graph  of  the  report: 

Representatives  of  the  State  Department 
appearing  before  the  committee  concurred 
in  this  construction  of  the  language  of  sec¬ 
tion  202  (e). 

That  is  the  language  of  the  bill.  Did 
the  committee  inquire  from  the  same 
representatives  of  the  State  Department 
whether  they  approved  of  the  language? 
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Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  have  made  in¬ 
quiries,  and  the  State  Department  ap¬ 
proves. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Did  the  committee  have 
any  statement  in  writing  from  the  State 
Department? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  No;  we  had  nothing 
in  writing. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  not  the  Senator 
think  that  in  a  matter  of  this  importance 
the  committee  should  have  something  in 
writing  from  the  State  Department? 
Whom  in  the  State  Department  did  the 
Senator  ask  to  say  that  they  approved  of 
that  particular  language? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  made  inquiries  of 
the  gentlemen  who  are  in  the  division  of 
the  State  Department  which  would  be 
concerned  with  matters  of  this  kind,  and 
they  told  me  that  the  State  Department 
approved  of  that  language. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  May 
the  Chair  ask  the  Senator  at  that  point 
for  his  opinion  whether  similar  language 
appears  in  some  other  international  doc¬ 
uments? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Yes;  I  shall  come  to 
that  right  now.  I  had  intended  reserv¬ 
ing  it  until  the  Senator  brought  up  his 
amendment. 

There  is  nothing  new  whatever  about 
language  of  this  type  to  protect  nationals 
of  the  United  States  from  being  discrim¬ 
inated  against.  The  Trade  Agreements 
Act  under  which  we  make  our  reciprocal 
trade  agreements  contains  this  language; 
I  am  quoting  from  United  States  Code, 
title  XIX,  section  1351: 

The  proclaimed  duties  and  other  import 
restrictions  shall  apply  to  imports  the  growth 
produce  or  manufacture  of  all  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  whether  imported  directly  or  indirect¬ 
ly;  provided  that  the  President  may  suspend 
the  application  to  articles  the  growth  pro¬ 
duce  or  manufacture  of  any  country  because 
of  its  discriminatory  treatment  of  American 
commerce  or  because  of  other  acts  or  pol¬ 
icies  which  in  his  opinion  tend  to  defeat  the 
purposes  set  forth  in  this  section. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  The  only  concern  I  have 
about  this  matter  is  whether  it  imposes 
upon  the  Cuban  Government  and  peo¬ 
ple  any  obligation  with  respect  to  na¬ 
tionals  of  this  country  which  is  not  a  re¬ 
ciprocal  obligation  upon  the  Government 
of  this  country  with  respect  to  the  na¬ 
tionals  of  Cuba.  A  little  while  ago  I  fear 
we  tarnished  somewhat  our  distinguished 
record  for  giving  independence  to  the 
Philippines  by  assuring  privileges  for 
America  in  the  Philippines  which,  so  far 
as  I  know,  we  did  not  assure  the  Philip¬ 
pines  in  respect  to  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  mutuality; 
that  is  not  the  good-neighbor  policy; 
that  is  not  the  policy  I  believe  the  people 
of  this  country  wish  to  pursue.  I  wish  to 
be  very  clear  that  this  is  a  reciprocal  ob¬ 
ligation  that  the  same  benefits  which  we 
confer  upon  our  business  people  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  right  of  penetration  into 
Cuba  shall  redound  to  the  nationals  of 
Cuba  who  wish  to  penetrate  into  the 
economy  of  the  United  States.  Less  than 
that  is  unworthy  of  a  great  country,  and 


I  am  sure  the  able  Senator  from  Colorado 
would  not  knowingly  associate  himself 
with  it. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  say  that  the  language  in 
this  bill  which  we  are  discussing  is  asso¬ 
ciated  with  a  definite  privilege  which  we 
are  extending  to  Cuba.  Whether  Cuba 
makes  the  same  claims  with  respect  to 
any  privilege  that  she  extends  to  us,  I 
am  not  in  a  position  to  sfay.  I  do  not 
think  that  this  pretends  to  be  a  com¬ 
plete  statute  of  reciprocity.  It  is  not  a 
reciprocity  statute  at  all.  It  is  a  uni¬ 
lateral  action,  in  which  unilaterally  we 
confer  great  benefits  on  Cuba,  and  at¬ 
tach  what  seems  to  me  to  be  the  modest 
provision  that  our  nationals  shall  not  be 
discriminated  against. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  I  have  not  examined 
critically  this  provision,  but  I  heard 
something  to  the  effect  that  the  purpose 
of  the  amendment  is  to  require  certain 
Cubans  to  pay  some  debts  to  somebody 
in  the  United  States.  I  am  sure  I  may 
have  been  out  of  the  chamber  when  the 
Senator  gave  the  previous  explanation. 
Would  the  Senator  succinctly  tell  me 
what  the  basis  of  this  thing  is? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  believe  that  there 
are  claims  by  American  nationals  against 
the  Cuban  Government  and  agencies  of 
the  Cuban  Government,  which  have  been 
adjudicated  or  acknowledged  as  just, 
which  have  not  been  paid.  That  is  one 
category.  And  now,  without  mention¬ 
ing  Cuba— in  a  sense  I  think  it  is  unfor¬ 
tunate  that  we  single  out  a  particular 
country  for  discussion  here  in  this  de¬ 
bate — without  mentioning  Cuba,  there 
are  other  types  of  discrimination  which 
injure  good  international  relations. 
There  are  shipping  restrictions.  There 
are  restrictions  against  work  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  our  nationals.  It  is  sometimes 
impossible  for  American  nationals  in 
business  in  certain  foreign  countries  to 
send  in  their  own  auditors  to  look  into 
their  own  businesses,  built  there  with 
their  own  capital.  This  sort  of  clause  is 
not  necessarily  related  to  the  single  mat¬ 
ter  of  claims.  I  think  it  goes  to  other 
forms  of  discrimination. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  are 
these  claims  related  to  the  Sugar  Act  in 
any  way,  or  are  these  merely  claims  that 
grow  out  of  something  disassociated 
from  the  sugar  quota  or  the  Sugar  Act 
which  is  now  in  force? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  so  far  as  I  know  they/  not 
directly  associated  with  sugar.  They 
constitute  as  far  as  I  know  a  miscellane¬ 
ous  group  of  claims  against  Cuba  and 
Cuban  agencies,  which  have  been  ac¬ 
knowledged  as  just,  or  adjudicated,  and 
there  are  many  claims  in  addition  which 
have  not  been  adjudicated  and  which 
have  not  been  acknowledged. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Is  not  the  effect  of  this 
provision  that  we  are  now  discussing  that 
unless  the  Cuban  Government  settles  the 
claims  in  a  way  satisfactory  to  the  United 
States,  they  cannot  take  advantage  of 
the  quota  provisions  allowed  them  under 
the  bill. 


Mr.  MILLIKIN.  It  does  not  go  that 
far.  In  the  first  place,  the  right  of  the 
Secretary  to  withhold  the  privileges  of 
this  act  goes  only  to  certain  increases 
that  will  be  above  a  minimum  which 
Cuba  would  get  in  all  events.  The  pro¬ 
vision  has  in  contemplation  a  distinct 
privilege  which  we  are  bestowing  upon 
Cuba,  and  in  connection  with  that,  we 
are  asking  that  Cuba  be  just  to  our  na¬ 
tionals. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  allow  this  observation,  dur¬ 
ing  the  war  Cuba  did  a  particularly  gen¬ 
erous  thing,  a  reciprocally  advantageous 
thing  to  us.  We  lacked  sugar,  and  Cuba 
had  sugar,  and  she  furnished  it  to  us. 
Now,  we  have  determined  the  quota  that 
Cuba  may  send  into  this  country.  But, 
Mr.  President,  what  seems  to  me,  if  I 
may  say  so,  to  be  the  wrong  approach  of 
this  provision,  is  for  us  in  a  sugar  bill 
dealing  with  sugar  quotas  to  lay  down 
conditions  which  the  Cuban  Government 
must  meet  with  respect  to  certain  claims 
that  some  of  her  nationals,  or  her  Gov¬ 
ernment  may  owe  to  nationals  of  the 
United  States. 

Mi'.  President,  it  seems  to  me  that  if 
there  are  any  unpaid  Cuban  claims, 
surely  that  is  a  matter  of  direct  negotia¬ 
tion  between  our  Government  and  the 
Cuban  Government.  I  have  sufficient 
faith  in  the  good  will  of  the  Cuban  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  their  known  confidence  in 
our  good  will  to  believe  that  our  two 
countries  can  bring  about  the  adjustment 
of  any  differences  between  them.  But 
for  us,  here  in  the  Congress,  to  go  out¬ 
side  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  to  say  that  the  Cuban  people 
cannot  enjoy  the  right  to  send  sugar  into 
the  United  States  unless  some  Cubans, 
who  may  not  be  sugar  growers  at  all,  pay 
certain  claims  to  somebody  in  the  United 
States,  seems  to  me  to  be  the  wrong 
approach  to  this  matter,  and  to  impose  a 
condition  which  I  believe  it  is  not  in 
the  furtherance  of  our  friendship  to  im¬ 
pose  in  this  legislation. 

If  the  President  or  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  tell  us  that  they  have  tried  to 
settle  the  claims,  and  the  President  asks 
us  to  put  a  sort  of  embargo  on  Cuban 
exports  into  this  country  until  they  meet 
his  demands,  then  I  would  be  willing  to 
consider  the  President’s  recommenda¬ 
tions;  but  I  am  not  disposed,  without  a 
recommendation  from  the  President  or 
the  State  Department — which  I  am  not 
advised  of,  and,  so  far  as  I  know,  does 
not  exist — to  have  the  American  Con¬ 
gress  place  a  condition  in  the  sugar  bill 
under  which  the  people  of  Cuba  cannot 
enjoy  the  quotas  we  prescribe  for  them, 
unless  somebody  in  Cuba  pays  certain 
claims  to  somebody  in  the  United  States, 
which  claims  apparently  have  not  been 
paid. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  Senator’s  viewpoint.  I 
merely  want  to  suggest  that  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  great  privilege  which  we 
are  bestowing  upon  Cuba,  it  certainly 
can  be  argued  that  it  is  inappropriate 
to  say,  “Give  us  a  little  reciprocation  in 
the  way  of  fair  treatment  to  our  na¬ 
tionals.” 
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I  do  not  know  whether  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida  was  in  the 
room  when  I  read  from  our  Reciprocal 
Trade  Act 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Yes;  Mr.  President,  I 
was  present  and  heard  that. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  want  to  read  a  pro¬ 
vision  which  also  is  in  our  law,  which 
gives  us  the  power  to  protect  ourselves 
against  discriminations  having  to  do 
with  shipping.  I  am  quoting  now  from 
the  United  States  Code,  title  46,  section 
142.  I  am  simply  trying  to  make  it 
clear  that  these  protective  measures  in 
our  laws  are  not  at  all  unusual.  The 
Senator  a  while  ago  referred  to  the  Phil¬ 
ippine  Trade  Act.  We  have  a  protective 
clause  of  that  kind  in  the  Philippine 
Trade  Act. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Yes,  Mr.  President;  I 
am  glad  the  able  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  read  that  language,  because  I  think 
that  is  the  way  to  handle  such  a  situa¬ 
tion  as  this.  The  Senator  will  note  two 
things  about  the  language  which  he  read.' 
First,  it  says  in  substance  that  if  other 
people  do  not  allow  our'  ships  to  go  to 
their  ports  without  discrimination,  then 
we  will  not,  perhaps,  allow  their  ships 
to  come  to  our  ports  without  discrimina¬ 
tion.  That  is  in  respect  to  the  class  of 
vessels. 

The  second,  and  the  important,  thing 
I  noted  in  the  language  the  Senator  read 
is  the  fact  that  the  Congress  gave  the 
power  to  the  President  to  determine 
when  to  use  a  prohibition  which  the 
Congress  placed  in  his  hands  as  a  weap¬ 
on.  We  do  not  exercise  it  arbitrarily 
here  in  the  Congress.  If  we  should  state 
that  the  Chief  Executive  of  our  country, 
who  represents  us  in  negotiations  with 
other  countries,  shall  have  certain  power, 
when  he  makes  demands  with  respect  to 
practices  detrimental  to  our  commerce 
and  they  are  not  met  by  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  I  would  be  willing  to  have  that 
provided  in  this  case,  but  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  is  proposing  an  entirely 
different  thing.  These  claims  are  not  in 
respect  to  the  Sugar  Act  or  the  sugar 
question,  and,  in  the  second  place,  we 
do  not  give  our  President  authority  to 
impose  these  conditions  and  restrictions 
if  Cuba  does  not  meet  our  just  demands. 
We  in  the  Congress  arbitrarily  impose 
them. 

I  think  the  language  the  able  Senator 
read  is  exactly  the  way  the  matter  should 
be  handled,  but  it  is  different  from  the 
way  it  is  handled  in  the  Sugar  Act.  , 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
read  language  to  the  Senator  which  is 
closely  related  to  a  single  subject  matter. 

I  have  also  read  language  which  is  much 
broader.  I  have  also  referred  to  the 
Philippine  Trade  Act  where  similar  pro¬ 
tective  provisions  are  included. 

The  Senator  has  mentioned  that  he 
would  have  a  more  approving  feeling 
toward  the  legislation  if  the  President 
were  involved.  It  is  inconceivable  to  me 
that  the  Secretary  of  State  would  ini¬ 
tiate  any  important  actions  against  an 
independent  government  like  Cuba  with¬ 
out  the  knowledge  or  approval  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 


Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Will  the  Senator  tell  us 
whether  either  the  President  or  the  State 
Department  have  recommended  or  been 
consulted  with  upon  this  amendment? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  understand  the 
State  Department  has  approved  the  par¬ 
agraph. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Does  the  Senator  know 
that  of  his  personal  knowledge?  If  he 
does,  of  course  I  shall  take  his  word  for  it. 
I  wondered  if  there  was  any  communica¬ 
tion  from  the  State  Department. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  have  talked  to  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  State  Department 
who  assured  me  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  permit  me  to  add  a  word? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  will  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida  that  it  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  provision  was  writ¬ 
ten  ihto  the  bill  at  the  request  of  the 
State  Department.  It  did  not  come  from 
any  Members  of  the  Senate  or,  so  far  as 
I  know,  from  any  Members  of  the  House 
who  have  been  interested  in  securing  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  Sugar  Act. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Can  the  Senator  tell 
us  whether  anyone  encouraged  the  State 
Department  to  make  such  recommenda¬ 
tions,  or  did  the  State  Department  initi¬ 
ate  the  contact  with  the  Congress  ■  and 
voluntarily  make  the  recommendation? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  The  State  Depart¬ 
ment  initiated  the  inclusion  of  the  para¬ 
graph  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  PEPPER. '  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  I  will  make  one  more 
observation  and  then,  probably,  will  not 
take  the  time  of  the  Senator  hereafter. 

Mr.  President,  the  best  relations  the 
United  States  Government  has  had  in  its 
history,  I  believe,  were  in  the  days  when 
the  good-neighbor  policy  was  the  foreign 
policy  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  when  we  did  not  take  advantage 
of  our  power  to  impose  upon  any  weaker 
people  conditions  that  were  peculiarly 
advantageous  to  us. 

It  seems  to  me  an  extraordinary  thing, 
without  us  hearing  anything  about  it, 
that  there  are  unpaid  claims  of  some 
American  nationals  from  the  Cuban 
Government,  or  somebody,  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  has  not 
been  able  to  collect,  and  that  we  have 
got  to  impose  what  amounts  to  an  em¬ 
bargo  on  Cuban  sugar  exports  into  the 
United  States  in  order  to  get  her  to  pay 
those  claims.  It  is  a  surprising  doctrine 
'to  me  that  the  Congress  has  become  the 
collecting  agency  of  American  creditors. 
I  think  that  is  detrimental  to  our  good 
relations  with  our  sister  Republic  of 
Cuba.  I  am  afraid  they  will  regard  it 
as  another  evidence  of  the  “big  stick” 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment.  That  is  not  in  the  interest  of 
peace.  That  is  not  in  the  interest  of  the 
best  understanding  and  the  warmest 
friendship  between  our  two  great  coun¬ 
tries.  I  exceedingly  regret  the  effort 
which  is  made  in  the  bill  to  make  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  the  col¬ 
lecting  agency  for  some  American  credi¬ 


tors  about  whom  we  do  not  even  know — 
at  least,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  that 
is  true — while  we  are  considering  the 
legislation. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  I  can  only  say  that 
I  have  learned  with  the  deepest  regret 
that  our  State  Department  initiated  the 
provision  which  is  contained  in  the  bill. 
It  is  contrary  to  the  conditions  we  have 
been  trying  to  develop  in  our  relations 
with  our  South  American  neighbors.  It 
flies  in  the  face  of  the  good-neighbor 
doctrine.  I  deeply  regret  that  it  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  and  I  am  surprised  to 
learn  that  the  State  Department  in¬ 
itiated  it. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  while 
we  are  granting  these  great  privileges 
to  other  countries  I  think  we  have  a  right 
to  ask  in  turn  that  our  own.  nationals 
be  treated  fairly.  There  cannot  be  any 
other  foundation  for  wholesome  and 
healthy  foreign  relations.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  Secretary  of  State  is  going  to 
use  his  office  as  a  collection  agency.  He 
has  a  duty  to  perform  with  respect  to 
the  just  claims  of  American  citizens.  If 
he  did  not  perform  them  we  would  crit¬ 
icize  him.  I  do  not  see  any  harm  in 
equipping  him  with  a  little  bit  of  quid 
pro  quo  which  will  help  him  do  justice 
to  the  people  who  are  offering  this  great 
privilege  to  Cuba. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  The  Senator  speaks 
about  a  little  quid  pro  quo.  I  think  that 
is  a  masterpiece  of  exaggeration,  for  the 
Senator’s  little  quid  pro  quo  amounts  to 
the  power  to  strangle  this  good  neighbor 
of  ours  down  in  the  Caribbean,  because 
if  we  shut  off  her  sugar  we  shut  off  her 
life’s  blood  and  we  kill  her; 

As  I  understand,  the  claims  in  dispute, 
the  justice  of  which  I  do  not  pretend  to 
judge,  were  incurred  under  another  ad¬ 
ministration,  and  are  strenuously  dis¬ 
puted  by  the  present  administration  of 
the  friendly  Government  of  Cuba.  I 
simply  want  to  point  out  that  when  we 
are  putting  the  power  in  the  Secretary 
of  State  to  shut  off  sugar  importations 
from  Cuba  if  the  claims  against  Cuba 
are  disallowed,  we  are  giving  the  power 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  to  execute  a 
death  warrant  on  that  Republic. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  It  has  been  made 
very  clear  that  the  language  does  not 
contemplate  pushing  claims  which  have 
not  been  adjudicated  or  which  have  not 
been  acknowledged. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  was  about  to 
add  one  further  statement.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Connecticut  is  mistaken  if  he 
believes  that  the  provision  of  the  hill 
would  permit  the  State  Department  or 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  or  re¬ 
quire  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  in  any  way  to  shut  off  imports. 
It  deals  only  and  exclusively  with  the 
excess  quota  which  is  here  granted,  a 
quota  which  heretofore  was  assigned  to 
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the  Philippines,  and  to  which  the  do¬ 
mestic  producers  had  some  claim. 

Moreover,  it  ought  to  be  made  clear 
again  that,  this  provision  does  not  make 
the  United  States  a  collecting  agency. 
It  does  not  make  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  a  collecting  agency.  It 
is  clearly  stated  that  the  meaning  of  this 
provision  is  simply  that  when  a  foreign 
country,  by  its  own  judicial  processes, 
by  its  own  constitutional  act,  acknowl¬ 
edges  a  claim,  then  the  failure  to  pay  that 
claim  shall  be  regarded  as  unfair  and  in¬ 
equitable  treatment.  But  this  does  not 
take  away  from  any  foreign  country  the 
right  and  the  power  to  adjudicate  claims 
according  to  its  own  system  of  adjudi¬ 
cation. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  In  view  of  what 
has  been  said,  I  am  bound  to  make  my 
comment  on  the  situation. 

I  concede  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Government  of 
Cuba  are  entitled  to  have  a  reciprocal 
arrangement  under  which  they  each  in¬ 
sist  upon  the  recognition  ,of  the  claims 
of  the  other;  and  a  general  protocol  or 
convention  to  that  effect  is  perfectly 
sound.  If,  ultimately,  it  is  violated,  I 
know  of  no  reason  why  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  should  not  be  en¬ 
titled  to  look  to  any  recourse  available 
to  it.  But  I  cannot  for  the  life  of  me 
understand  why  such  an  arrangement 
should  be  part  of  a  sugar  treaty,  to  be 
paid  in  terms  of  sugar,  when  it  involves 
a  fundamental  question  of  reciprocal 
rights. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  the 
sugar  benefits  which  are  provided  for 
Cuba  are  the  basis  of  the  reciprocal 
rights  to  which  the  Senator  refers. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  May  I  ask  the 
Senator  another  question?  Let  us  have 
the  record  perfectly  clear  that  there  is 
not  a  single  thing  about  this  particular 
section  which  is  of  the  slightest  interest 
to  our  domestic  sugar  growers,  our  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  processors,  or  producers. 
They  have  no  interest  whatever  in  it. 
Is  that  true,  or  is  it  not? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  That  is  true.  The 
Government  of  the  United  States,  not 
the  producers  or  processors,  is  giving 
this  fabulous  cornucopia  of  benefit  to 
Cuba;  and  as  a  related  act  of  reciprocity, 
if  we  wish  to  put  it  that  way,  it  has  been 
provided  that  our  own  nationals  shall 
be  treated  fairly. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Are  not  the  purposes 
of  the  bill  “to  regulate  commerce  among 
the  several  States,  with  the  Territories 
and  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and 
with  foreign  countries”?  What  is  there 
in  this  particular  section,  section  202, 
subsection  (e) ,  which  has  anything  to  do 
with  the  purport  of  the  bill  which  we  are 
now  considering?  Senate  bill  1584,  a 
companion  bill  to  the  House  bill  now  be¬ 
ing  considered,  was  introduced  by  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Millikin], 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Ball], 
the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brewster], 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Bushfield],  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 


[Mr.  Butler],  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Cain]  ,  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Cordon],  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  DwoksHAK] ,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Ecton]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  {Mr.  Ferguson], 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flan¬ 
ders],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George],  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Gurney],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Johnson],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  McFarland],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson], 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse], 
the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray],  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Malone],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Overton],  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Robertson],  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye],  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vanden- 
berg],  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [ML 
Wherry],  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Watkins],  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young].  What  was  the 
purpose  of  those  Senators  in  getting  to¬ 
gether?  Was  it  to  make  the  Congress  of 
the  United  SatteS'or  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  a  collection  agency  or  was  it,  as  the 
bills  says,  “to  regulate  commerce  among 
the  several  States,  with  the  Territories 
and  possessions  of  the  United  States,  and 
with  foreign  countries”?  I  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  .what  was  the  purpose  of  those  Sena¬ 
tors  in  getting  together? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  The  purpose  of  the 
sponsorship  was  to  sponsor  a  sugar  bill, 
and  that  is  what  we  have  here. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  not  the  Sugar  Act  a 
stabilization  act  to  stabilize  the  sugar 
industry? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  That  is  one  of  the 
purposes  of  the  act. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  sec¬ 
tion  202,  subsection  (e),  is  a  brand-new 
section  which  has  never  before  appeared 
in  a  sugar  bill? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  It  is  also  a  brand  new 
thing  for  Cuba  to  have  the  increase  in 
sugar  which  is  granted  to  her  by  this 
bill — at  the  expense,  one  might  argue, 
of  the  American  producers.  Therefore 
it  is  not  entirely  inappropriate,  I  sug¬ 
gest,  while  we  are  doing  this  generous 
and  fine  thing  for  Cuba,  to  ask  that  our 
own  nationals  be  treated  fairly. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield.  , 

Mr  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  from 
Colorado  has  emphasized  two  or  three 
times  that  we  are  doing  a  great  act  for 
Cuba.  I  think  he  used  the  expression 
“a  great  cornucopia,’’  or  outpouring.  Is 
it  not  true  that  Cuba  happens  to  pur¬ 
chase  great  quantities  of  our  products? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  And  that  it  is  of 
mutual  advantage  to  trade  with  Cuba? 

Me.  MILLIKIN.  Exactly. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  not  she  pur¬ 
chase  our  machinery  and  our  automo¬ 
biles? 


Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Among  other  items 
from  my  own  State,  she  purchases  rice. 
I  think  she  is  the  largest  purchaser  of 
rice  produced  in  Arkansas. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
quite  fair  to  leave  the  impression  that 
this  is  purely  charity.  We  are  trying  to 
promote  mutually  beneficial  trade,  are  we 
not? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  Also,  it  should  be  remembered,  our 
own  people  who  raise  sugar  beets,  or 
would  like  to  do  so,  buy  those  same  things. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  had  the  correct  view. 
Since  this  is  a  treaty  dealing  with  trade, 
the  kind  of  procedure  provided  in  sec¬ 
tion  202  (e)  is  wholly  unwarranted. 

If  this  question  were  to  be  decided  by 
an  international  court,  or  by  arbitration, 
as  our  differences  with  Mexico  are  de¬ 
cided,  that  would  be  another  thing.  All 
our  difficulties  with  Mexico  are  covered 
by  arbitration.  In  connection  with  the 
water  treaty,  which  received  so  much  at¬ 
tention  from  the  able  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  last  year,  the  great  point  was  made 
as  to  the  fine  relationship  which  we  en¬ 
joyed  through  the  practice  of  arbitrating 
our  differences  with  Mexico.  That  would 
be  a  very  different  thing,  and  I  would 
have  no  objection  to  such  an  arrange¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  The  distinguished 
Senator  was  not  in  the  Chamber  when  I 
read  from  two  or  three  precedents  which 
show  that  this  is  no  unsual  measure  of 
protection  for  the  United  States  to  take. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Even  if  it  is  not 
unusual,  I  think  it  is  very  bad. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Can  the  Senator  give 
us  a  definition  of  “nationals”  in  line  18 
on  page  8? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  should  say  that  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  is  a  national 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Would  that  include  a 
corporation,  a  bank,  a  partnership,  or  an 
association? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  believe  it  is  broad 
enough  to  include  a  bank,  corporation,  or 
association. 

Mr.  LANGER.  So  if  Cuba  owed  a 
bank  in  this  country,  and  the  bank 
wanted  to  collect,  it  could  go  to  the  office 
of  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  he  would 
have  the  power  under  this  section  to  say, 
“We  will  not  buy  sugar  unless  you  pay 
that  debt.” 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  cannot  think  of 
that  turn  -of  events.  If  we  are  going 
to  try  to  get  American  capital  into  for¬ 
eign  countries — and  that  seems  to  be  a 
part  of  our  national  policy — I  do  not  see 
how  we  can  do  it  except  by  following  the 
corporate  form.  If  we  follow  the  cor¬ 
porate  form,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  must 
give  it  protection  as  well  as  individuals 
or  associations. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Frankly,  I  cannot  fol¬ 
low  the  reasoning  of  the  distinguished 
Senator.  If  a  bank  in  this  country  loans 
money  to  Cuba,  why  should  it  loan  it 
unless  it  has  some  security?  Why  should 
our  Government  permit  a  sugar  deal  to 
protect  the  investment? 
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Mr.  MILLIKIN.  In  the  first  instance, 
it  is  not  a  question  of  why  we  should 
protect  the  investment,  the'  first  ques¬ 
tion  is,  Why  should  not  Cuba  protect  the 
investment? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Why  should  we  hold  a 
pistol  at  Cuba’s  head? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  would  not  favor 
that. 

Mr.  LANGER.  In  that  section  of  the 
bill  it  is  stated  that  the  Secretary  shall 
have  authority  to  withhold  or  withdraw 
any  increase  in  the  share  of  the  domestic 
consumption  requirements  provided  for 
such  country.  Why  is  not  that  holding 
a  pistol  to  Cuba’s  head? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Any  time  there  is  a 
right  to  withdraw  from  a  contract  or  a 
right  to  terminate  any  kind  of  an  ar¬ 
rangement  or  do  that  which  might  in¬ 
convenience  or  injure  someone  else,  the 
argument  can  be  made  that  there  is  a 
pistol  at  the  other  fellow’s  head.  It 
seems  to  me  it  is  a  lurid  way  of  express¬ 
ing  something  that  probably  will  not  hap¬ 
pen. 

Mr.  LANGER.  But  it  may  happen. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  doubt  very  much 
that  it  would  happen.  But  let  us  look  at 
it.  We  are  giving  Cuba  a  great  increase 
in  the  cut  in  the  American  sugar  mar¬ 
ket,  and  we  want  the  fair  and  just  debts 
of  our  nationals  paid.  Is  that  putting 
a  pistol  to  Cuba’s  head? 

Mr.  LANGER.  That  is  exactly  what 
it  is. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  do  not  view  it  that 
way. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  existing 
Sugar  Act  it  has  been  within  the  power 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  exer¬ 
cise  a  certain  regulation  over  the  wages 
of  the  employees  of  the  farmers  and  over 
the  prices  received  by  the  farmers  for 
their  cane  sugar  or  their  beet  sugar.  In 
the  case  of  cane  sugar  on  the  mainland 
of  this  country  and  also  in  our  posses¬ 
sions  it  often  happens  that  the  processor 
is  also  a  big  owner  of  the  production,  and 
it  can  be  reasoned  from  that  that  he  has 
the  opportunity  to  depress  wages  and, 
possibly,  to  depress  the  price  of  the  prod¬ 
uct  which  is  offered  to  his  plant. 

I  assume  that  that  is  the  theory  on 
which  the  act  grants  those  regulatory 
powers.  But  in  the  beet-sugar  areas  only 
approximately  one-fifth  of  the  acreage 
of  diversified  farms  is  given  to  the  prod¬ 
uction  of  beet  sugar.  Beet  sugar  is  com-, 
petitive  with  a  number  of  other  crops. 
It  is  competitive  with  beans,  with  wheat, 
potatoes,  and  forage  crops.  It  is  so  com¬ 
petitive,  in  fact,  that  during  the  war,  be¬ 
cause  the  other  crops  carried  higher 
prices  under  the  encouragement  of  the 
Government,  there  was  a  certain  drop  in 
beet-sugar  production.  The  labor  that 
works  on  sugar  beets  is  competitive  with 
the  labor  that  works  on  the  other  crops 
in  the  same  area.  The  processor  there 
does  not  control  the  production  of  the 
beets.  The  farmer  himself  controls  the 
production  of  the  beets,  and  he  is  in  posi¬ 
tion  to  deal  at  arm’s  length  with  the 
processor.  The  processor  has  to  obtain 
the  beets  because  he  has  an  enormous  in¬ 
vestment  in  his  plants.  He  has  to  make 
his  contracts  with  the  farmer.  If  he  can¬ 
not  make  a  good  contract,  the  farmer 
can  go  into  the  production  of  beans, 
wheat,  potatoes,  or  other  crops.  There¬ 
fore,  so  far  as  a  price  is  concerned,  it  is 


an  arm’s-length  price,  and  there  is  no 
just  reason  why  the  farmers  in  those 
areas  should  be  subjected  to  that  kind  of 
control. 

We  have  added  in  the  Senate  an 
amendment  designed,  in  brief,  to  elimi¬ 
nate  the  sugar-beet  areas  from  those 
provisions.  There  has  been  objection  to 
that  amendment.  We  are  confronted 
with  the  necessity  of  getting  a  sugar  bill 
by  tomorrow.  Therefore,  most  reluc¬ 
tantly,  I  shall  offer  a  motion  to  amend 
the  bill  by  striking  that  provision;  but  I 
wish  to  say  that  at  least  so  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  the  subject  is  open  whenever 
we  come  to  the  consideration  of  future 
sugar  legislation. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN. .  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  will  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Colorado  that 
I  am  very  happy  to  hear  him  say  that 
he  is  intending  to  make  a  motion  to 
strike,  because  if  he  had  not  I  would 
„  have  been  compelled  to  make  such  a 
motion  myself.  I  think  that  is  the 
proper  thing  to  do.  It  is  an  unneces¬ 
sary  provision. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed, 
on  page  23,  to  strike  out  all  of  paragraph 
(3)  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  301. 

Mr.  PEPPER?  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand,  that  simply  means  that  the 
paragraph  is  stricken  out,  and  the  House 
provision  on  that  subject  will  be  taken? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  That  was  added  in 
the  Senate.  It  was  proposed  from  the 
floor  of  the  House  and  was  defeated 
there.  So,  in  order  to  save  discussion 
here  and  to  save  a  possible  stalemate  in 
conference  with  the  House,  I  am  asking 
that  that  provision  be  stricken. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  So  that  the  provision 
protecting  the  grower  and  the  worker, 
which  appeared  in  the  1937  bill  and  which 
has  appeared  in  a  subsequent  bill  and  is 
incorporated  in  the  House  bill,  will  also 
go  into  the  S^pate  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  wishes  to  address  a  question  to  the 
Senator  from  Colorado.  Is  this  a  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  which  has  not  been 
acted  on  by  the  Senate? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  It  is. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  the 
amendment  has  not  been  adopted,  rather 
*  than  moving  to  strike,  would,  it  not  be 
a  question  of  merely  not  approving  the 
committee  amendment? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  If  it  is  permissible  I 
should  like  to  move  that  the  paragraph 
be  stricken.  It  is  also  agreeable  to  me 
that  the  amendment  be  voted  down ;  but 
before  the  question  is  put  I  should  like 
to  say  this :  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  written  a  letter  to  the  California 
Beet  Growers  Association,  Ltd.,  under 
date  of  July  17,  1947,  as  follows: 

Department  op  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  17,  1947. 
California  Beet  Growers  Association,  Ltd., 
Stockton,  Calif. 

Gentlemen:  In  connection  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  Sug;;r  Act  of  1948  which  is  now  before 
the  Senate,  Mr.  Gordon  Lyons  has  told  us 


that  your  association  is  particularly  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  timing  of  the  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  wage  determinations  if  the  legisla¬ 
tion  as  finally  enacted  should  provide  for 
such  determinations  in  the  sugar  beet  areas. 

We  have  refrained  from  making  advance 
statements  as  to  how  we  propose  to  adminis¬ 
ter  specific  provisions  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  because  most  of  such  provisions  must 
necessarily  be  administered  in  the  light  of 
conditions  existing  at  the  time  the  specific 
provisions  are  applied.  However,  the  question 
which  Mr.  Lyons  has  raised  is  one  which  can 
be  answered  by  a  general  policy  statement 
which  can  be  made  at  this  time. 

In  making  determinations  of  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  wages  it  will  be  our  policy  to  make 
the  necessary  studies,  hold  the  necessary 
public  hearings,  and  issue  the  formal  deter¬ 
minations  in  such  manner  that  the  determi¬ 
nations  can  be  announced  prior  to  the  time 
the  labor,  to  which  such  determinations  are 
applicable,  is  performed.  It  will  be  our  policy 
to  issue  the  determinations  in  such  manner 
that  it  will  not  be  necessary  for  farmers  to 
make  retroactive  wage  adjustments  as  a  result 
of  such  determinations.  This,  of  course,  does 
not  apply  to  areas  in  which  wage  scales  are 
tied  directly  to  average  prices  for  sugar. 

Sincerely  yours,  — 

Clinton  P.  Anderson. 

This  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  makes  it  easier  to  take  the  action 
which  I  am  proposing,  because  a  great 
deal  of  the  objection  has  come  from  the 
fact  that  the  wage  determinations  have 
been  made  after  the  workers  have  been 
paid  .and  have  scattered  all  over  the 
country.  Great  inconvenience,  uncer¬ 
tainty,  loss,  and  annoyance  have  resulted 
from  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Knowland  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand  the 
situation,  if  this  amendment  is  not  placed 
in  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate,  that 
will  mean  that  the  bill  as  the  Senate 
passes  it  will  be  in  exactly  the  same 
form  as  it  was  when  it  was  passed  by  the 
House,  and  thus  the  bill  will  not  have  to 
go  to  conference.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  That  is  correct;  it 
will  then'  be  passed  by  the  Senate  in 
exactly  the  same  way  as  the  House  has 
passed  it 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  it  is  most  unfortunate  to  include  in 
the  sugar  bill  the  provision  found  in  sub¬ 
section  (e)  of  section  202,  with  reference 
to  the  action  of  foreign  governments  in 
regard  to  debts  owed  to  American  citi¬ 
zens.  In  the  present  posture  of  the 
world’s  affairs,  we  have  been  endeavor¬ 
ing  to  bring  about  continental  and  hem¬ 
ispheric  solidarity  with  the  Latin-Amer- 
ican  nations.  We  are  soon  to  have  a 
conference,  with  them  at  Rio  de  Janeiro. 
I  think  it  is  most  unfortunate  that  the 
financial  or  commercial  motive  should 
be  brought  up. 

This  subsection  provides  that — 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any 
foreign  country  denies  fair  and  equitable 
treatment  to  the  nationals  of  the  United 
States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry, 
and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  S  cretary 
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shall  have  authority  to  withhold  or  with¬ 
draw  any  increase  in  the  share  of  the  do¬ 
mestic  consumption  requirements  provided 
for  such  country  by  this  act  as  compared 
with  the  share  allowed  under  section  202  (b) 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937: 

And  so  forth.  Mr.  President,  these 
matters  should  be  handled  through  dip¬ 
lomatic  channels,  as  they  always  have 
been.  We  are  not  the  guarantors  in  re¬ 
spect  to  the  commercial  transactions  of 
American  citizens  who  go  to  foreign 
countries  to  do  business.  When  they  go 
to  foreign  countries  for  that  purpose, 
they  take  the  hazard  incident  thereto, 
just  as  they  do  at  home. 

Of  course,  I  wish  to  see  American  na¬ 
tionals  receive  their  just  dues;  but  this 
provision  puts  upon  us  the  moral  duty  of 
adjudicating  these  claims  and  saying 
what  claims  are  just  and  what  claims  are 
not  just. 

I  know  the  report  says  they  must  be 
agreed  upon  or  adjudicated,  but  I  find 
nothing  in  the  bill  that  provides  a  limi¬ 
tation  as  to  what  is  to  be  adjudicated  or 
acknowledged. 

Mr.  MILLIKTN.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  say  that  it  was  made  very  clear  in  the 
House  report,  and  it  has  also  been  made 
very  clear  in  the  discussion  here  that 
that  is  what  is  meant. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  we 
are  not  legislating  on  the  basis  of  re¬ 
ports  or  on  the  basis  of  what  is  said  in 
the  discussion  on  this  floor.  We  are 
legislating  on  the  basis  of  what  is  writ¬ 
ten  into  this  bill. 

A  lawyer  who  is  trying  a  law  suit, 
looks  to  the  statute,  unless  it  is  ambig¬ 
uous  or  uncertain,  in  which  case  he  may 
rely  upon  the  action  of  legislative  bodies 
in  considering  it,  or  upon  contemporary 
constructions. 

But  now  we  are  considering  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  this  bill.  It  gives  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  himself  the  right  to  pass 
on  these  matters;  but  we  know  that  the 
Secretary  of  State  himself  will  not  be 
able  to  pass  on  all  of  them.  Some  per¬ 
son  at  the  head  of  the  Latin-Ameri- 
can  Bureau  or  the  head  of  the  Cuban 
Bureau  or  the  head  of  some  other  bu¬ 
reau,  will  determine  these  matters. 
Then,  instead  of  acting  in  the  interest 
of  peace  and  fair  dealing  and  good  will, 
this  procedure  will  stimulate  quarrels, 
perhaps,  over  insignificant  amounts  of 
money,  for  that  matter,  between  the 
United  States  and  foreign  governments. 

I  hope  very  much  that  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  in  his  wisdom  and  good 
judgment,  which  are  manifest  on  many 
occasions,  will  not  insist  upon  retaining 
that  clause  in  the  pending  bill.  I  wish 
to  see  the  Congress  enact  a  sugar  bill, 
of  course;  but  I  wish  to  see  the  Con¬ 
gress  enact  a  sugar  bill  that  we  can  stand 
upon,  and  on  the  basis  of  which  we  can 
look  the  world  in  the  face,  and  not  ap¬ 
pear  as  a  Shylock  demanding  either  a 
pound  of  sugar  or  a  pound  of  flesh. 

So  I  hope  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
will  agree  to  have  the  provision  removed 
from  the  bill.  I  do  not  wish  to  see  our 
international  relations  based  upon 
money  considerations,  or  considerations 
of  how  many  ounces  of  gold  are  to  be  re¬ 
ceived.  I  want  our  foreign  relations 
placed  on  a  high  and  lofty  plane.  The 
only  way  we  can  do  that  is  to  treat  other 


governments  as  equals,  and  not  attempt 
to  coerce  them  or  put  pressure  upon 
them. 

For  instance,  a  United  States  national 
who  has  left  New  York  and  has  gone  to 
a  foreign  country  and  engaged  in  busi¬ 
ness  there,  may  have  a  good  claim  or  a 
bad  claim  on  the  basis  of  some  trans¬ 
action  in  which  he  has  engaged  in  the 
foreign  country.  But  the  claims  of  such 
persons  can  be  examined  in  a  proper  and 
impartial  way,  and  the  foreign  govern¬ 
ment  can  see  to  that.  So  I  hope  this 
clause  will  not  be  retained  in  the  bill. 

We  should  let  these  claims  be  settled 
by  diplomatic  means.  We  have  treaties 
with  most  foreign  nations.  I  cannot 
enumerate  them  all  now;  but,  of  course, 
we  have  trade  treaties  with  most  of  the 
nations  of  the  world,  and  usually  such 
treaties  contain  provisions  relative  to  the 
handling  of  commercial  transactions 
and  the  settlement  of  disputes  connected 
with  them,  either  by  means  of  tribunals 
or  in  other  ways. 

So  I  appeal  to  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  not  to  base  this  bill  upon  the  cold, 
hard-boiled  consideration  of  how  many 
dollars  we  can  squeeze  out  of  someone 
on  the  threat  that  we  will  not  let  them 
have  a  sugar  quota  unless  we  can  exact 
from  them  an  agreement  as  to  a  system 
of  requiring  the  payment  of  the  claims 
of  our  citizens. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mi-.  President,  that 
was  not  my  purpose. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  that 
is  why  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
to  agree  to  have  the  provision  deleted 
from  the  bill.  I  knew  it  had  been  sug¬ 
gested  by  someone  else. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
peat,  that  in  a  bill  in  which  we  are  giving 
Cubans  very  generous  and  handsome 
treatment,  it  is  not  inappropriate  also 
to  have  in  the  bill  a  provision  which  will 
assure  fair  treatment  of  our  nationals.  I 
do  not  think  that  is  something  at  which 
Cuba  should  take  offense.  Certainly  it  is 
not  something  at  which  a  United  States 
national  should  take  offense. 

I  think  it  cannot  possibly  jeopardize 
our  international  relations.  Many  per¬ 
sons  believe  that  these  things  should  be 
on  sort  of  a  two-way  road,  and  that  when 
we  are  dealing  generously  with  other  na¬ 
tions  they  should  deal  generously  and 
fairly  with  our  nationals. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  that  we  have 
an  ambassador  in  Cuba,  we  have  an 
American  embassy  with  a  staff,  an  enor¬ 
mous  staff,  and  all  sorts  of  employees 
who  may  present  these  claims  to  Cuba 
and  insist  upon  fair  and  equitable  treat¬ 
ment.  Relations  between  Cuba  and  the 
United  States  since  the  Spanish-Ameri- 
can  War,  as  the  Senator  knows,  have 
been  on  a  rather  fatherly  sort  of  basis, 
and  I  want  them  to  continue  that  way.  I 
do  not  want  to  endanger  the  cordial  rela¬ 
tions  for  a  few  pounds  of  sugar.  We  sell 
commerce  in  Cuba.  If  one  goes  to  Cuba 
and  wants  to  ride  up  from  the  station  he 
gets  in  a  Ford,  or  a'  Plymouth,  or  some  car 
of  that  kind,  that  we  are  selling  down 
there.  It  is  the  business  of  the  seller  to 
get  his  money.  We  cannot  send  a  po¬ 
liceman  around  with  every  shipment  of 
commerce  to  Central  or  South  America 
or  anywhere  else. 


I  hope  very  much  that  the  good  inten¬ 
tions  which  I  know  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  possesses,  and  the  policy  about 
which  I  know  he  is  so  greatly  concerned, 
will  cause  him  to  withdraw  this  pro¬ 
vision. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  not  want  the  Senator  to  get  the 
impression  that  I  have  a  light-hearted 
view  of  this  matter.  The  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  has  passed  this  provision  and 
it  is  in  the  Senate  bill.  To  take  it  out 
might  pull  down  the  whole  thing  in  dis¬ 
pute  with  the  House,  and  I  think  the 
provision  is  something  which  can  be  sus¬ 
tained  on  its  merits.  Most  respectfully 
I  say,  I  do  not  believe  it  should  be  taken 
out  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  when 
did  a  House  bill  become  so  sacred  that 
because  a  provision  is  in  a  House  bill  the 
Senate  cannot  amend  it?  All  day  we 
have  been  amending  House  bills,  and 
that  is  what  we  have  been  doing  all  ses¬ 
sion.  They  amend  our  bills,  do  they  not? 

Mr.  President,  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  does  not  mind  amending  Sen¬ 
ate  bills.  The  Senator  says  “Why,  it  has 
not  only  passed  the  House,  but  it  is  in  the 
Senate  bill.”  Suppose  it  is  in  the  Senate 
bill;  we  can  amend  the  bill,  can  we  not? 
We  have  a  right  to  amend  it  if  it  appeals 
to  our  judgment  that  it  should  be  amend¬ 
ed.  The  Senator  says  it  may  kill  the 
whole  bill.  This  is  such  a  trivial  thing  on 
which  to  hang  the  fate  of  the  whole  bill, 
whether  some  claimant  gets  what  he  has 
been  demanding  that  Cuba  pay  him,  and 
Cuba  has  not  seen  fit  to  pay  him. 

All  these  claims  are  not  wrapped  up  in 
garments  of  sacredness.  Some  of  these 
claims,  I  have  been  told  by  diplomats  and 
others,  do  not  smell  very  aromatic.  Some 
of  them  are  of  doubtful  value.  I  am  not 
going  to  vote  to  carry  this  provision  in 
this  bill  which  places  our  intercourse 
with  foreign  nations  on  the  dollar  basis. 
Here  is  a  great  bill,  a  great  measure, 
which  affects  the  whole  world,  which 
affects  the  people  of  the  United  States. 
Every  housewife  is  affected  by  sugar.  Yet 
it  is  said,  “Well,  if  they  don’t  pay  some 
of  these  claims  we  are  not  going  to  let 
them  have  a  quota.” 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Even  if  we  put  it 
on  a  dollar  basis  is  it  not  true  that  during 
the  war  and  up  to  the  present  Cuba  has 
been  very  fair  in  the  price  of  sugar  when 
she  could  have,  as  some  other  countries 
we  know  of  very  well  have,  taken  advan¬ 
tage  of  the  situation  and  charged  ex¬ 
orbitant  amounts  for  sugar,  which  I 
think  is  still  the  only  really  rationed  ar¬ 
ticle  in  this  country.  Is  not  that  true? 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  am  not  sure  as  to 
all  the  details,  but  I  have  always  under¬ 
stood  thakwas  the  fact. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  re¬ 
calls  that  after  the  last  war  sugar  went 
up  in  price  to  25  cents. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Yes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  not  25  cents 
now.  I  think  it  is  only  around  10  cents  a 
pound  retail.  I  do  not  know  what  the 
treaty  calls  for  at  the  wholesale  level, 
but  it  is  much  less  than  that.  I  think 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  knows  it  to 
be  true  that  during  the  war!  when  we 
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were  very  anxious  to  get  all  the  sugar 
from  Cuba  we  could  get,  we  had  very 
decent  treatment  so  far  as  the  price  was 
concerned. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  do  not  care  to  take 
up  more  of  the  time  of  the  Senate,  but  I 
do  very  much  hope  the  Senate  will  strike 
cut  this  section.  I  am  very  anxious  to 
get  the  sugar  bill  through,  the  people  of 
Texas  want  it  passed.  Some  prominent 
Texans  have  been  here  for  some  time  in¬ 
terested  in  getting  the  sugar  bill  through. 
But  when  we  get  the  sugar  bill  through, 
I  want  the  right  kind  of  a  sugar  bill 
passed,  not  a  one-way  street  sugar  bill. 
Let  us  get  one  that  is  fai.  and  that  is 
based  upon  good  will  between  the  nations 
of  the  earth. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  A  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  bill  is  subject  to 
amendment,  is  it  not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  move  to  amend  by 
striking  out  subsection  (e)  of  section 
-  202. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  8,  line 
17,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  subsection 
(e),  which  reads  as  follows: 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any 
foreign  country  denies  fair  and  equitable 
treatment  to  the  nationals  of  the  United 
States,  its  commerce,  navigation,  or  industry, 
and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the  Secretary 
shall  have  authority  to  withhold  or  with¬ 
drawn  any  increase  in  the  share  of  the  do¬ 
mestic  consumption  requirements  provided 
for  such  country  by  this  act  as'compared  with 
the  share  allowed  under  section  202  (b)  of 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1937:  Provided,  That  any 
amount  of  sugar  so  withheld  or  withdrawn 
shall  be  prorated  to  domestic  areas  on  the 
basis  of  existing  quotas  for  such  areas  and 
the  Secretary  shall  revise  such  quotas  ac¬ 
cordingly:  Provided  further,  That  any  por¬ 
tion  of  such  amount  of  sugar  which  cannot 
be  supplied  by  domestic  areas  may  be  pro¬ 
rated  to  foreign  countries  other  than  a  coun¬ 
try  which  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  has 
denied  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  na¬ 
tionals  of  the  United  States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  delay  the  Senate  long,  but  I  do  wish 
to  repeat  what  I  stated  to  the  Senate 
night  before  last.  Senate  bill  1584,  and 
the  House  bill  we  are  now  considering, 
has  only  one  purpose,  namely,  to  sta¬ 
bilize  the  sugar  industry.  Let  me  read 
the  purposes  of  the  bill: 

To  regulate  commerce  among  the  several 
States,  with  the  Territories  and  possessions 
of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of 
sugars  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic 
■sugar-producing  industry:  to  promote  the 
export  trade  of  the  United  States;  and  for 
other  purposes. 


Amongst  the  other  purposes  there  is 
nothing  whatsoever  that  has  to  do  with 
tne  bill  being  made  a  vehicle  for  collec¬ 
tion  purposes. 


Mr.  President,  no  one  wants  to  help  a 
oreign  country,  even  a  little  one  like 
Cuba,  to  pay  its  just  debts  to  our  nation¬ 


als,  including  corporations,  which  are  in¬ 
volved  in  the  section  we  are  considering, 
more  than  I  do.  But  there  is  a  proper 
way  to  do  it.  There  is  a  proper  way  to 
collect  such  debts  and  to  ascertain  what 
they  are:  I  think  a  country  such  as  ours 
actually  should  be  ashamed  of  itself  that 
it  has  to  come  to  the  point  of  inserting  in 
the  law  a  provision  such  as  subsection 
(e)  of  section  202  in  order  to  carry  out 
the  caprice  or  whim  of  American  nation¬ 
als,  which  are  two  or  three  corporations 
of  the  United  States,  and  doing  it  the 
way  here  proposed. 

Mr.  President,  is  that  what  we  have 
been  preaching?  Is  that  what  we  fought 
for?  Is  that  the  basis  of  our  policy  in 
Greece  and  Turkey  and  China  and  else¬ 
where?  Is  it  in  keeping  with  our  so- 
called  good-neighbor  policy? 

Possibly  Senators  do  not  think  it  is 
important.  Of  course  we  can  do  what  is 
suggested.  We  are  powerful,  and  there 
are  the  votes  to  pass  the  legislation,  but 
it  is  not  going  to  set  well. 

In  a  few  days,  the  President  of  this 
body  and  the  Senator  from  Texas  will 
go  forth  on  a  noble  mission  to  Brazil  to 
try  to  spread  doctrines  we  have  been 
preaching — good  will  and  the  good 
neighbor  policy.  Imagine  the  look  on 
the  faces  of  the  representatives  of  small 
countries,  such  as  Cuba  and  others,  when 
they  see  the  Senator  from  Texas  and  the 
Senator  from  Michigan,  representing  the 
leading  country  of  the  world,'  coming 
among  them  after  the  enactment  of  such 
a  bill  as  this.  They  will  not,  of  course, 
directly  say  it  to  the  faces  of  the  Sena¬ 
tors;  but  in  their  minds  will  be  the 
thought,  “Yours  is  the  most  powerful  Na¬ 
tion  on  earth,  and  yet  it  finds  it  necessary 
to  prod  Cuba  by  passing  legislation  Qf 
this  type.”  We  can  do  it  if  we  want  to; 
but  is  it  right,  is  it  neighborly,  is  it  even 
good  manners?  Should  we  preach  to  any 
nation  in  the  world,  be  it  Communist  or 
otherwise,  about  our  sincerity  of  purpose, 
about  our  idea  of  trying  to  do  what  is 
right,  and  then  pick  on  little  Cuba,  who 
might  not  think  she  owes  those  debts. 
Who  is  going  to  decide  as  to  those  things? 
Do  we  do  it  that  way  in  everyday  life? 
Somebody  says  to  Chavez,  “You  owe  me 
$50.”  And  I  say  “I  do  not.”  We  go  to 
court  about  it;  but  I  have  my  day  in 
court.  Let  me  say  that  the  nationals  who 
seek  the  payment  of  claims  are  of  the 
class  to  which  the  Senator  frdm  Texas 
has  referred.  In  this  group  there  is  not 
a  claimant  who  is  what  we  call  a  natural 
person.  They  are  only  “persons”  in  the 
sense  that  a  corporation  or  agency  is 
called  a  person  in  law.  Who  decides  as 
to  the  claim?  The  Secretary  of  State. 
Who  -decides  as  to  the  righteousness  of 
the  claim,  aS  to  the  correctness  of  the 
claim?  Our  Secretary  of  State.  Is  that 
good  will?  Is  that  international  justice? 
Is  that  what  we  have  been  preaching? 

Senators,  it  is  a  serious  matter,  so  seri¬ 
ous  that  I  made  an  appeal  to  this  body 
night  before  last  concerning  it.  Let  us 
not  boast  of  our  might,  but  let  us  show 
the  world,  including  small  countries,  that 
we  can  be  just  and  fair.  Let  not  a  great 
industry  such  as  the  sugar  industry  of 
the  United  States  say  that  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  is  its  “sugar  daddy” 
and  the  United  States  of  America  will 


collect  for  it  a  few  million  dollars,  or 
whatever  the  amount  may  be.  It  ig  not 
right;  it  is  not  fair;  it  is  not  American; 
it  is  not  what  we  stand  for.  We  are  not 
alone  in  thinking  that  way. 

I  want  to  read  an  editorial  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  Washington  Post  of  yester¬ 
day  morning.  It  is  headed  “Cuban  In¬ 
dignation.”  It  reads  as  follows: 

Cuba,  neighbor  and  friend — 

Put  this  provision  in  the  bill,  and  while 
she  will  be  our  neighbor,  and  will  have 
to  be  our  friend,  yet  she  will  not  feel  like 
being  our  friend — 

Cuba,  neighbor  and  friend,  has  a  real  griev¬ 
ance  against  the  United  States  which  is  so 
well  justified  that  vie  hope  the  Senate  will 
rectify  it.  The  grievance  concerns  a  section 
in  the  pending  sugar  bill  which  says  that  if 
the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign 
country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treatment 
to  Americans,  he  is  empowered  to  deny  that 
country  benefits  accorded  under  the  bill. 
This  is  meant  to  obtain  for  American  na¬ 
tionals  payment  of  private  claims  they  have 
against  the  Cuban  Government.  -  Such  an  in¬ 
terpretation,  given  by  Representative  Hope  to 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  concurred 
in  by  the  State  Department,  has  .created  a 
furor  in  Cuba. 

Why  not?  When  we  were  poor,  when 
we  were  small,  we  would  have  resented  it, 
and  rightly  so,  if  England  had  enacted 
legislation  of  the  type  here  proposed. 
According  to  House  bill  4075,  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign 
country  denies  fair  and  equitable  treat¬ 
ment  to  the  nationals  of  the  United 
States,  he  is  empowered  to  deny  that 
country  the  benefits  accorded  under  the 
bill. 

So  perturbed  are  the  Cubans  that  they 
threaten  to  keep  away  from  the  coming  Rio 
meeting  of  the  American  Republics  to  work 
out  a  system  of  hemispherical  defense. 

They  are  going  to  be  there.  They  are 
not  going  to  stay  away  from  Rio'  or 
Brazil.  But  I  will  wager  they  wish  they 
were  powerful  enough  to  be  able  to  say, 
“We  resent  an  insult,  and  the  fact  that 
we  are  now  being  treated  without  the 
respect  that  should  be  accorded  to  any 
dignified  country,  such  as  the  dignity 
and  the  respect  that  we  pay  to  humble 
men  in  the  street.” 

The  club  that  the  State  Department  has 
inserted  in  the  sugar  bill  is  a  reversion  to 
the  big  stick  policy  toward  our  continental 
neighbors. 

President  Coolidge  said  that  “The  person 
and  property  of  a  citizen  are  a  part  of  the 
general  domain  ofi  a  nation,  even  when 
abroad.” 

I  believe  that  is  exactly  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  had  in  mind  when 
he  stated  that  American  nationals 
should  be  protected.  I  believe  they 
should  be  protected,  but  I  would  not 
carry  it  to  the  extent  here  proposed. 

This  attitude  was  abandoned  under  the 
good-neighbor  policy.  Instead  of  collecting 
debts  arbitrarily,  we  decided  to  put  our  faith 
in  common  principles  developed  at  succes¬ 
sive  inter-American  conferences.  Tire  latest 
pledge  was  laid  down  in  the  Act  of  Chapul- 
tepec.  Here  the  rule  was  adopted  “on  con¬ 
ciliation,  unrestricted  arbitration,  or  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  international  Justice  in  the  so¬ 
lution  of  any  difference  or  dispute  between 
American  nations,  whatever  its  nature  or 
origin.”  Cuba,  which  is  regularly  meeting 
payments  on  her  foreign  debt,  has  pleaded 
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with  our  Government  to  live  up  to  this  un¬ 
dertaking  and  has  pledged  herself  to  go  be¬ 
fore  any  concilation  board. 

But  under  the  Sugar  Act  there  would 
be  no  such  thing  as  a  conciliation  board. 
The  Secretary  of  State  of  the  powerful 
United  States  would  decide  the  matter. 

There  is  no  excuse  for  our  trying  to  col¬ 
lect  the  claims  of  our  citizens  by  this  form 
of  legislative  intimidation. 

Actually  that  is  what  it  is,  legislative 
intimidation  by  a  powerful  country,  tell¬ 
ing  a  country  that  exists  by  the  sale  of 
her  sugar,  “We  will  starve  you  if  nec¬ 
essary,  if  you  do  not  pay  corporation  A 
something,  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia  or 
New  York.”  Probably  this  is  correct, 
and  probably  it  should  be  done. 

The  claims,  not  being  the  result  of  a  mar¬ 
keted  loan  in  the  United  States,  are  in  no 
special  class  to  themselves.  They  are  in¬ 
extricably  mixed  up  with  the  claims  of  Cu¬ 
ban  nationals  incurred  by  old  administra¬ 
tions  in  Havana.  They  are  thus  part  of 
Cuba’s  internal  debt.  Yet  we  are  threaten¬ 
ing  to  subject  the  Cuban  Government  to  the 
embarrassment  of  making  it  give  the  Ameri¬ 
can  claimants  a  privileged  position.  This  is 
a  poor  return  for  Cuba’s  help  to  us  during  the 
war.  We  trust  the  Senate  will  not  allow  a 
bill  to  go  through  containing  such  a  flagrant 
violation  of  our  pledges  and  our  professions. 
Let  the  offensive  clause  be  stricken  out,  and 
then  the  State  Department  could  go  about 
the  job  of  composing  our  nationals’  claims 
through  the  machinery  provided  for,  as  sug¬ 
gested  by  Cuba  and  as  called  for  by  our  ob¬ 
ligations. 

That  is  the  end  of  the  editorial  in  the 
Washington  Post  of  day  before  yester¬ 
day,  and  it  is  correct. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  firm  conviction 
that  every  nation,  large  and  small,  in¬ 
cluding  England,  should  pay  its  debts. 
Russia  should  pay  her  debts.  Cuba 
should  pay  her  debts.  But  in  procuring 
payment  of  debts  by  nations  who  owe  us 
money,  let  us  follow  the  well-established 
customs  existing  among  nations  who 
want  to  do  what  is  right. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  impress  upon 
Senators  that  the  good-neighbor  policy 
has  meant  much  to  the  smaller  nations 
of  this  hemisphere.  We  are  the  largest 
nation  in  this  hemisphere.  The  smaller 
nations  look  to  us  for  guidance;  they  ex¬ 
pect  from  us  justice.  Today  a  Senator 
from  a  neighboring  country,  Colombia, 
appeared  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  He 
was  presented  to  the  Members  of  the 
Senate  by  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Pepper]  and  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Green],  Speaking  in  Spanish 
to  me  he  said,  “Senator,  we  look  to  the 
United  States  to  help  us,  to  direct  us,  to 
set  us  an  example  for  the  future.  It  is 
our  desire  to  be  as  democratic  as  you  are. 
It  is  our  desire  to  have  the  people  of  other 
nations  respect  us  as  they  respect  you, 
because  you  treat  the  people  of  all  na¬ 
tions  fairly  and  justly.” 

Mr.  President,  if  the  bill  is  passed  in 
its  present  form,  there  will  be  many  who 
will  not  like  it.  It  will  operate  to  our  dis¬ 
advantage,  in  spite  of  all  the  Senators 
who  may  be  sent  to  Rio.  My  friend  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally]  and 
my  friend  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Vandenberg]  will  be  received  with 
open  arms,  but  with  suspicion.  They 
will  be  received  as  good  citizens  should  be 


received.  But  they  will  be  told,  “You 
come  to  us  and  speak  honeyed  words. 
Your  Nation  signed  the  Act  of  Chapul- 
tepec.  Your  people  speak  of  neighbor¬ 
liness  and  good-will  policies.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  the  body  of  which  you  are  Members 
passed  a  bill  which  would  intimidate  the 
people  of  Cuba  into  paying  its  debts, 
whether  just  or  not.” 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll  and 
the  folowing  Senators  answered  to  their 
names: 


Aiken 

Hayden 

Myers 

Baldwin 

Hickenlooper 

O’Conor 

Ball 

Hill 

O’Daniel 

Barkley 

Hoey 

O’Mahoney 

Brewster 

Holland 

Overton 

Bricker 

Ives 

Pepper 

Brooks 

Jenner 

Reed 

Buck 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Revercomb 

Butler 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Robertson,  Va. 

Byrd 

Kilgore 

Russell 

Capehart 

Knowland 

Saltonstall 

Capper 

Langer 

Smith 

Chavez 

Lodge 

Sparkman 

Connally 

Lucas 

Stewart 

Cooper 

McCarthy 

Taft 

Cordon 

McClellan 

Taylor 

Donnell 

McFarland 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Dworshak 

McGrath 

Thye 

Eastland  - 

McKellar 

Tydings 

Ecton 

McMahon 

Umstead 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Vandenberg 

Ferguson 

Malone 

Wherry 

Fulbright 

Martin 

White 

George 

Maybank 

Wiley 

Green 

Millikin 

Williams 

Gurney 

Moore 

Young 

Hatch 

Mprse 

Hawkes 

Murray 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Eighty- 
two  Senators  having  answered  to  their 
names,  a  quorum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez]  to  strike  out  subsection  (e) 
of  section  202  from  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  REED.  I  have  a  general  pair  with 
the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Wagner].  I  transfer  that  pair  to  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Cain] 
and  will  vote.  I  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Watkins],  and  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  Robertson]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Bushfield],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Wilson],  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Kem],  and  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  IMr.  Flanders]  are  unavoidably 
detained.  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mi-.  Tobey]  is  necessarily  absent  be¬ 
cause  of  illness  in  his  family. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain],  who  is  unavoidably  detained,  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Wagner].  The  Senator  from 
Washington,  if  present  and  voting,  would 
vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  New 
York,  if  present  and  voting,  would  vote 
“yea.” 


Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Downey]  is 
absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carran]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas], 
who  is  necessarily  absent,  would  vote 
“nay”  if  present. 


The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Wagner],  who  is  necessarly  absent,  has  a 
general  pair  with  the  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Reed].  The  transfer  of  that 


pair  to  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.*  Cain]  has  previously  been  an¬ 
nounced  by  the  Senator  from  Kansas.  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  York  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  40, 
nays  42,  as  follows: 

YEAS — 40 


Aiken 

Kilgore 

O’Daniel 

Byrd 

Knowland 

Overton 

Chavez 

Langer 

Pepper 

Connally 

Lucas 

Robertson,  Va. 

Cooper 

McClellan 

Russell 

Eastland  . 

McGrath 

Smith 

Fulbright 

McKellar 

Sparkman 

Green 

McMahon 

Stewart 

Hatch 

Magnuson 

Taylor 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Tydings 

Hill 

Morse 

Crnstead 

Holland 

Murray 

Vandenberg 

Ives 

Myers 

Johnston,  S. 

C.  ;  O’Conor 

NAYS— 42 

Baldwin 

Ellender 

Millikin 

Ball 

Ferguson 

Moore 

Barkley 

George 

O’Mahoney 

Brewster 

Gurney 

Reed 

Bricker 

Hawkes 

Revercomb 

Brooks 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Buck 

Hoey 

Taft 

Butler 

Jenner 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Thye 

Capper 

Lodge 

Wherry 

Cordon 

McCarthy 

White 

Donnell 

McFarland 

Wiley 

Dworshak 

Malone 

Williams 

Ecton 

Martin 

Young 

NOT  VOTING— 

•13 

Bridges 

Kem 

Wagner 

Bushfield 

McCarran 

Watkins 

Cain 

Robertson,  Wyo. Wilson 

Downey 

Thomas,  Utah 

Flanders 

Tobey 

So  Mr.  Chavez’  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  amendment  was  offered  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Colorado  had  not 
finished  discussing  the  bill.  I  was  wait¬ 
ing  until  he  reached  the  provisions  of 
section  302  to  address  an  inquiry  to  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  glad  to  have  the  Senator  place 
in  the  Record  the  correspondence  which 
he  has.  It  is  very  illuminating. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  shall  make  a  statement  in  my  own 
time. 

The  question  has  been  raised  by  some 
of  the  producers  within  the  State  of 
Florida  as  to  the  provisions  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  of  section  302.  They  have  been 
somewhat  concerned.  In  subsection  (b) 
the  word  “may”  is  used  in  the  second 
line  of  that  subsection  in  describing  the 
powers  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
with  reference  to  the  distribution  of  the 
proportionate  shares  of  the  quota  among 
the  producers  of  sugar. 
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The  producers  in  the  State  of  Florida 
who  have  been  concerned  have  wanted 
the  word  “may”  changed  to  the  word 
“shall”  so  as  to  require  mandatorily  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  he 
must,  in  considering  the  distribution  of 
quotas,  consider  the  two  factors  which 
are  mentioned  in  that  section,  namely, 
the  past  production  on  the  farm  and  the 
ability  to  produce  on  the  farm. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  and  I  have 
discussed  that  question  and  have  taken 
it  up  with  the  Sugar  Section  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  We  have  been 
told  by  the  Chief  of  that  Section  that  in 
construing  the  identical  provision  of  the 
1637  act  it  has  always  been  held  and  in¬ 
terpreted  that  the  word  “may”  means 
exactly  the  same  as  the  word  “shall”,  and 
that  it  is  mandatory  under  this  provision 
for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  con¬ 
sider,  in  the  distribution  of  quotas,  both 
factors,  that  is,  past  production,  and 
ability  to  produce. 

After  discussing  that  matter  with  the 
chief  of  the  Sugar  Section,  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Millikin]  and  I  re¬ 
quested  a  formal  statement  from  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  the  nature  of 
an  interpretation  and  amounting  al¬ 
most  to  an  administrative  ruling.  I 
have  here  and  would  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  place  in  my  re¬ 
marks  an  interpretative  ruling  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  embraced  in 
a  letter  dated  July  16,  1947,  addressed  to 
me. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  order  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,-  July  16,  1947. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator:  This  is  in  response  to  your 
request  as  to  the  interpretation  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  of  section  302  (b) 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  text  of  that 
section  being  identical  with  the  wording  of 
the  same  section  in  S.  1584.  We  understand 
that  some  of  the  Florida  growers  are  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  .interpretation  of  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

Section  302  (b)  provides  that  “in  determin¬ 
ing  the  proportionate  share  with  respect  to 
a  farm,  the  Secretary  may  take  into  consid¬ 
eration  the  past  production  on  the  farm  of 
sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  marketed  (or 
processed)  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  and 
the  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane  *  *  Inasmuch  as  the  law 

prescribes  that  only  two  factors,  past  pro¬ 
duction  and  ability  to  produce,  be  used  in 
determining  proportionate  shares'for  a  farm, 
the  Department  has  always  construed  “may” 
in  section  302  (b)  as  requiring  the  Secretary 
to  take  into  consideration  both  factors. 
There  is  no  collateral  provision  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation,  S.  1584  or  H.  R.  4075,  or  any 
“legislative  history  in  connection  with  these 
bills,  of  which  we  are  aware,  which  would 
either  suggest  or  require  that  a  different  in¬ 
terpretation  should  henceforth  be  adopted  by 
the  Department. 

The  report  on  H.  R.  4075  by  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  confirms  our  interpretation.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  statement  appears  on  page  8  of  Re¬ 
port  No.  796  of  the  House  of  Representatives : 
"The  proportionate  shares  (acreage  allot¬ 
ments)  for  farms  are  to  be  established  on 
the  basis  of  past  production  on  the  farm 
and  ability  to  produce  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane  thereon.” 


If  you  have  any  further  questions  about 
this  section,  we  shall  be  glad  to  respond 
promptly. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Secretary. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  final  passage  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  say  one  word.  Florida  has  been  in  a 
very  unfortunate  situation  relative  to  the 
sugar  question,  because  production  in 
our  State  came  late.  Historically,  our 
sugar  industry  actually  began  in  1929. 
When  the  sugar  quota  law  went  into  ef¬ 
fect  in  1935  it  was  based  upon  the  his¬ 
torical  background  of  the  producing 
areas  of  the  country.  That  is  to  say, 
quotas  were  awarded  to  the  producing 
areas  on  an  historical  basis.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  our  State,  which  we  have  been 
pleased  to  call  the  sugar-bowl  of  this 
country,  has  been  limited  in  its  ability 
to  produce  sugar  by  the  result  of  the 
quota  system  restricting  our  production. 
We  have  therefore  felt  that  we  have  suf¬ 
fered  by  the  Imposition  of  restrictions 
upon  our  productive  capacity  in  the  Ever¬ 
glades  area  of  Florida.  The  entire  Flor¬ 
ida  delegation  has  fought,  since  the 
Sugar  Act  has  been  the  law  of  the  land,  to 
get  an  increased  quota,  which  we  felt  we 
deserved.  There  has  been  a  constantly 
enlarged  quota  allowed  to  us.  During  the 
war  we  extended  our  production  and  our 
processing  facilities. 

We  have  not  been  altogether  satisfied 
with  the  quota  which  will  be  available  to 
us  under  this  bill.  Perhaps  other  areas 
of  the  country  are  not  satisfied  either. 
We  do  feel  that  we  can  live  for  the  present, 
under  these  limitations  in  the  quota  sys¬ 
tem.  We  hope  the  quotas  will  be  deferred 
as  long  as  possible,  at  least  for  the  next 
few  years,  while  there  is  still  a  short¬ 
age  of  sugar  for  the  consumers  of  our 
country. 

We  do  appreciate  the  cooperation 
which  has  been  extended  to  us  by  the  able 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Colorado,  in  recog¬ 
nizing  our  peculiar  problem  in  Florida 
and  in  assisting  us  sympathetically,  as  all 
the  proponents  of  the  bill  have  done.  But 
we  do  hope  as  time  goes  on  we  can  ex¬ 
pand  our  productive  capacity  to  meet 
the  greater  demand. 

So  we  are  accepting  this  bill  under  the 
present  circumstances  with  the  hope  that 
we  shall  have  the  sympathetic  interest 
and  cooperation  of  others  who  under¬ 
stand  our  peculiar  situation  and  that 
there  will  be  more  satisfactory  legislation, 
in  the  future. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  heard  a  great  deal  of 
discussion  tonight  as  to  whether  cane 
sugar  or  beet  sugar  got  the  advantage 
under  this  bill,  and  we  have  debated  and 
tried  to  strike  out,  but  lacked  two  votes 
of  doing  it,  an  amendment  which  was 
peculiarly  harsh  to  a  small  but  friendly 
neighboring  country.  There  has  been  no 
discussion  whatever  concerning  the  basic 
problem  involved  in  this  bill;  that  is, 
whether  we  are  dealing  justly  with  Cuba 
in  giving  her  only  the  quota  she  had  be¬ 
fore  the  war,  except  the  unfilled  portion. 


for  the  next  5  years,  of  the  quota  of  the 
Philippines,  under  the  Philippines  Trade 
Act. 

I  think  it  is  generally  recognized  that 
the  Philippines  in  1948  will  fill  at  least 
half  of  their  quota,  and  in  1949  will  prob¬ 
ably  fill  all  of  their  quota.  That  means 
that  only  for  2  years,  as  I  see  it,  will 
Cuba  get  any  benefit  whatever  from  that 
source. 

The  second  proposition  which  I  have 
not  heard  mentioned  is  whether  this  bill 
is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  consumers 
of  sugar  in  this  country.  We  have  2 
States  which  produce  cane  sugar,  and 
there  are  14  States  which  produce  beet 
sugar.  I  recognize  that  they  made  a 
very  valuable  contribution  in  increasing 
their  production  during  the  war,  and  I 
would  be  very  happy  to  see  them  get  a 
liberal'  part  of  the  increased  market. 
But  I  frankly  do  not  think,  Mr.  President, 
that  in  framing  the  bill,  we  have  given 
due  and  proper  consideration  to  the  140,- 
000,000  consumers  in  this  country,  be¬ 
cause  in  giving  so  large  a  percentage  of 
our  future  anticipated  needs  to  the  do¬ 
mestic  market  we  are  contemplating  a 
subsidy  which  we  will  have  to  keep  in 
operation. 

In  normal  times  Cuba  can  produce 
sugar  for  2  cents  a  pound.  We  shall  not 
see  the  time  for  many  years  when  we  can 
produce  sugar  in  this  country  for  less 
than  4  or  5  or  6  cents  a  pound.  We  are 
going  to  subsidize  that  market  and  make 
our  consumers  pay  in  the  retail  price  the 
difference  between  that  subsidy  and  what 
they  could  have'bought  it  for  on  a> freer 
market. 

I  say,  Mr.  President,  with  full  recogni¬ 
tion  of  the  fact  that  I  am  wasting  my 
time  in  saying  it,  so  far  as  the  passage  of 
this  bill  is  concerned,  that  we  have  not  in  ; 
framing  the  bill  given  due  regard  either 
to  the  proper  treatment  of  Cuba  or  to 
the  best  interests  of  the  consumers  of 
sugar  in  our  own  country. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendment,  and  the  third  reading  cf  the  | 
bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third  ; 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

The  bill  (H.  R.  4075)  was  passed. 


T)FsrripTrTT5rrr.Dr?rrs  and  lands 

FOR  COMMUNITY  PURPOSES  / 

MrN^GURNEY.  Mr.  Presidejvtf  the 
Armed  S&wices  Committee  ha^mad  con¬ 
troversies  lhsHie  past  2  or  S^ionths  re¬ 
specting  piecelSyof  property  which  are 
proposed  to  be  de^ed>5communities  for 
several  purposes-^Khis  morning  our 
committee  reported  fa^erably  a  Senate 
concurring  msmution  relab^g  to  surplus 
buildings  ^ifd  lands  for  commbmty  prop¬ 
erties,  ^/fne  concurrent  resolutioH^would 
request  the  War  and  Navy  Departments 
tp-hold  the  property  and  land  in  quest? 
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AN  ACT 

i  To  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States,  with  the  Territories  and  pos- 
I  ■  sessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign  countries;  to  protect  the  welfare 
||  of  consumers  of  sugars  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing 

I  industry;  to  promote  the  export  trade  of  the  United  States;  and  for  other 
purposes. 

i  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
|!  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  this  Act  may  be 
cited  as  the  “Sugar  Act  of  1948”. 

|  * 

TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  101.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  except  title  Y — 

|j  -  (a)  The  term  “person”  means  an  individual,  partnership,  corpora¬ 
tion,  or  association. 

(b)  The  term  “sugars”  means  any  grade  or  tape  of  saccharine  pro¬ 
duct  derived  from  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets,  which  contains  sucrose, 
dextrose,  or  levulose. 

(c)  The  term  “sugar”  means  raw  sugar  or  direct-consumption  sugar, 

(d)  The  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are  principally 
of  crystalline  structure  and  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or  improved 
j  in  quality,  and  any  sugars  which  are  principally  not  of  crystalline 
structure,  but  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in 
quality  to  produce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(e)  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which 
J  are  principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  are  not  to  be  further 
j  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality. 

(f)  The  term  “liquid  sugar”  means  any  sugars  (exclusive  of  sirup 
I  of  cane  juice  produced  from  sugarcane  grown  in  continental  United 
States)  which  are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure  and  which 
contain,  or  which  are  to  be  used  for  the  production  of  any  sugars 
principally  not  of  crystalline  structure  which  contain,  soluble  non- 
sugar  solids  (excluding  any  foreign  substances  that  may  have  been 
added  or  developed  in  the  product)  equal  to  6  per  centum  or  less  of 
the  total  soluble  solids. 

(g)  Sugars  in  dry  amorphous  form  shall  be  considered  to  be 
principally  of  crystalline  structure. 

(h)  The  “raw  value”  of  any  quantity  of  sugars  means  its  equivalent 
in  terms  of  ordinary  commercial  raw  sugar  testing  ninety-six  sugar 
degrees  by  the  polariscope,  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations 
to  be  issued  by  the  Secretary.  The  principal  grades  and  types  of 
sugar  and  liquid  sugar  shall  be  translated  into  terms  of  raw  value  in 
the  following  manner : 

(1)  For  direct-consumption  sugar,  derived  from  sugar  beets  and 
testing  ninety-two  or  more  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multi¬ 
plying  the  number  of  pounds  thereof  by  1.07 ; 
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(2)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing  ninety-two 
sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying  the  number  of 
pounds  thereof  by  0.93 ; 

(3)  For  sugar,  derived  from  sugarcane  and  testing  more  than 
ninety-two  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  multiplying  the 
number  of  pounds  thereof  by  the  figure  obtained  by  adding  to  0.93  the 
result  of  multiplying  0.0175  by  the  number  of  degrees  and  fractions  of 
a  degree  of  polarization  above  ninety-two  degrees; 

(4)  For  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  testing  less  than  ninety-two  sugar 
degrees  by  the  polariscope,  by  dividing  the  number  of  pounds  of  the 
“total  sugar  content”  thereof  by  0.972. 

(5)  The  Secretary  may  establish  rates  for  translating  sugar  and 
liquid  sugar  into  terms  of  raw  value  for  (a)  any  grade  or  type  of 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  not  provided  for  in  the  foregoing  and  (b)  any 
special  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  for  which  he  determines 
that  the  raw  value  cannot  be  measured  adequately  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  paragraphs  (1)  to  (4),  inclusive,  of  this  subsection  (h). 

(i)  The  term  “total  sugar  content”  means  the  sum  of  the  sucrose 
(Clerget)  and  reducing  or  invert  sugars  contained  in  any  grade  or 
type  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(j)  The  term  “quota”,  depending  upon  the  context,  means  (1) 
that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  may  be  brought  or 
imported  into  the  continental  United  States,  for  consumption  therein, 
during  any  calendar  year,  from  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  a  foreign  country  or  group  of  foreign 
countries;  (2)  that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  the  continental  United  States 
which,  during  any  calendar  year,  may  be  shipped,  transported,  or 
marketed  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  competition  with  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  shipped,  transported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce;  or  (3)  that  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
which  may  be  marketed  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  or  in  Puerto 
Rico,  for  consumption  therein,  during  any  calendar  year. 

(k)  The  term  “producer”  means  a  person  who  is  the  legal  owner, 
at  the  time  of  harvest  or  abandonment,  of  a  portion  or  all  of  a  ! 
crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar. 

(l)  The  terms  “including”  and  “include”  shall  not  be  deemed  to  j 
exclude  anything  not  mentioned  but  otherwise  within  the  meaning  I 
of  the  term  defined. 

(m)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

TITLE  II— QUOTA  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each  calendar  year,  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  calendar  year  1948,  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  continental  United  States; 
such  determinations  shall  be  made  during  the  month  of  December  in 
each  year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year  ( in  the  case  of  the  calendar 
year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  days  thereof)  and  at  such  other  times 
during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  necessary  to  meet 
such  requirements.  In  making  such  determinations  the  Secretary 
shall  xise  as  a  basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  distributed 
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for  consumption,  as  indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  during  the  twelve-month  period  ending  October  31  next 
preceding  the  calendar  year  for  which  the  determination  is  being  made, 
and  shall  make  allowances  for  a  deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of 
sugar,  and  for  changes  in  consumption  because  of  changes  in  population 
and  demand  conditions,  as  computed  from  statistics  published  by  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Federal  Government ;  and,  in  order  that  such  determinations 
shall  be  made  so  as  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those 
engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  providing  such  supply  of 
sugar  as  will  be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessive  to  con¬ 
sumers  and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and  protect  the 
welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any 
such  determination,  in  addition  to  the  consumption,  inventory,  popula¬ 
tion,  and  demand  factors  above  specified  and  the  level  and  trend  of 
consumer  purchasing  power,  shall  take  into  consideration  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  that  would  result 
from  such  determination  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United 
States  as  compared  with  the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale 
for  refined  sugar  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States 
obtaining  during  1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price  control  of  sugar 
as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’  Price  Index  as  published  by  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  made,  pursuant  to  section 
201,  of  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  con¬ 
sumers,  the  Secretary  shall  establish  quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

(a)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  by  apportioning  among 
such  areas  4,268,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows : 


Area 

Domestic  beet  sugar 
Mainland  cane  sugar. 

Hawaii _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Virgin  Islands _ 


Short  tons,  raw  value 

_  1,800,000 

_ _  500,  000 

_ _  1,052,000 

_ _  910,  GOO 

6,  000 


(b)  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  the  amount  of  nine 
hundred  and  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  as  specified  in 
section  211  of  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946. 

(c)  For  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  by  prorating  among  such  areas  an  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value, 
equal  to  the  amount  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less  the  sum 
of  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this 
section,  on  the  following  basis : 

Area  Per  centum 

Cuba _ 98.  64 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 

Philippines _ : -  1.  36 

The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  among  such  countries  on  the  basis 
of  the  division  of  the  quota  for  such  countries  made  in  General  Sugar 
Quota  Regulations,  Series  4,  Number  1,  issued  December  12,  1936, 
pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this  title  II,  in  the 
event  the  quota  established  for  Cuba,  including  any  and  all  deficits 
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allotted  or  prorated  to  Cuba  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
204  (a),  sliall  be  a  smaller  proportion  of  the  total  amount  of  sugar! 
which  the  Secretary  determines  is  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
consumers  in  the  continental  United  States  pursuant  to  section  201  of  . 
this  Act,  than  the  quota  which  would  have  been  established  for  Cuba 
upon  such  consumptive  estimate  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (b) 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  quotas  for  domestic  sugar-producing  areas 
established  pursuant  to  the  other  provisions  of  this  title  II  shall  be  • 
reduced  pro  rata  by  such  amounts  as  are  required  to  establish  such 
q\iota  for  Cuba  and  the  amounts  by  which  such  domestic  sugar-produc-  i 
ing  quotas  are  so  reduced  shall  be  added  to  the  quota  for  Cuba. 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  of  State  finds  that  any  foreign  country  denies 
fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  the  nationals  of  the  United  States,  its  : 
commerce,  navigation,  or  industry,  and  so  notifies  the  Secretary,  the 
Secretary  shall  have  authority  to  withhold  or  withdraw  any  increase  :i 
in  the  share  of  the  domestic  consumption  requirements  provided  for 
such  country  by  this  Act  as  compared  with  the  share  allowed  under 
section  202  (b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937 :  Provided ,  That  any  amount 
of  sugar  so  withheld  or  withdrawn  shall  be  prorated  to  domestic  areas  ■ 
on  the  basis  of  existing  quotas  for  such  areas  and  the  Secretary  shall  | 
revise  such  quotas  accordingly :  Provided  further ,  That  any  portion  of 
such  amount  of  sugar  which  cannot  be  supplied  by  domestic  areas  may 
be  prorated  to  foreign  countries  other  than  a  country  which  the  Secre-  '! 
tary  of  State  finds  has  denied  fair  and  equitable  treatment  to  nationals 
of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  203.  In  accordance  with  such  provisions  of  section  201  as  he  i 
deems  applicable,  the  Secretary  shall  also  determine  the  amount  of 
sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  Territory  i 
of  Hawaii,  and  in  Puerto  Rico,  and  shall  establish  quotas  for  the  1 
amounts  of  sugar  which  may  be  marketed  for  local  consumption  in  t] 
such  areas  equal  to  the  amounts  determined  to  be  needed  to  meet  the  ;j 
requirements  of  consumers  therein. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  from  time  to  time  during  the  • 
calendar  year,  determine  whether,  in  view  of  the  current  inventories  ij 
of  sugar,  the  estimated  production  from  the  acreage  of  sugarcane  or  • 
sugar  beets  planted,  the  normal  marketings  within  a  calendar  year  [j 
of  new-crop  sugar,  and  other  pertinent  factors,  any  domestic  area, 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  or  Cuba,  will  be  unable  to  market  the  j 
quota  for  such  area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area  H 
or  Cuba  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area  for  the  ■ 
calendar  year  then  current,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  the  domestic 
areas  and  Cuba  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  1 
so  determined  to  the  other  such  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then 
in  effect:  Provided .  however.  That  domestic  areas  shall  not  share  in 
any  deficit  of  any  domestic  area  if  the  then  outstanding  determination 
of  the  Secretary  made  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the  Act  is  less  than  :i 
seven  million  short  tons,  raw  value.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for 
such  area  for  the  calendar  year  then  current,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas 
for  Cuba  and  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit 
so  determined,  as  follows : 
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To  Cuba - - - 95  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Repub¬ 
lic  of  the  Philippiues _  5  per  centum 

Provided ,  however ,  That  whenever  the  quota  for  Cuba  established 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  other  than  section  202  (d)  is  less  than 
the  amount  required  by  the  provisions  of  section  202  (d)  of  this  Act, 
such  prorations  shall  be  as  follows : 

To  Cuba _ 9S.  64  per  centum 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 

Republic  of  the  Philippines _  1.  36  per  centum 

Any  portion  of  such  Philippine  deficit  which  the  Secretary  determines 
cannot  be  supplied  by  Cuba  shall  be  prorated  to  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines.  No  part  of  any 
Philippine  deficit  so  prorated  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption 
sugar. 

(b)  If,  on  the  1st  day  of  September  in  any  calendar  year,  any  part 
or  all  of  the  proration  to  any  foreign  country  of  the  quota  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (c)  has  not  been  filled,  the 
Secretary  may  revise  the  proration  of  such  quota  among  such  foreign 
countries  by  allotting  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  such  unfilled  prora¬ 
tion  to  such  foreign  countries  as  have  filled  their  prorations  of  such 
quota  by  such  date. 

(c)  The  quota  for  any  domestic  area,  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  Cuba,  or  other  foreign  countries  as  established  under  the 
provisions  of  section  202  shall  not  be  reduced  by  reason  of  any  deter¬ 
mination  of  a  deficit  existing  in  any  calendar  year  under  the  provisions 
of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section  204. 

(d)  Any  proration  among  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  on 
such  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  allotment 
of  any  quota,  or  proration  thereof,  established  for  any  area  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  is  necessary  to  assure  an  orderly  and 
adequate  flow  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  the  channels  of  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce,  or  to  prevent  disorderly  marketing  or 
importation  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  maintain  a  continuous 
and  stable  supply  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  afford  all  interested 
persons  an  equitable  opportunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
within  any  area’s  quota,  after  such  hearing  and  upon  such  notice 
as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  he  shall  make  allotments  of  such 
quota  or  proration  thereof  by  allotting  to  persons  who  market  or 
import  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  for  such  periods  as  he  may  designate, 
the  quantities  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  each  such  person  may 
market  in  continental  United  States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  or 
Puerto  Rico,  or  may  import  or  bring  into  continental  United  States, 
for  consumption  therein.  Allotments  shall  be  made  in  such  manner 
and  in  such  amounts  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient,  and  equitable 
distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof,  by  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  processings  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  to  which  proportionate  shares,  determined  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  302,  pertained;  the 
past  marketings  or  importations  of  each  such  person ;  and  the  ability 
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of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that  portion  of  such  quota  or 
proration  thereof  allotted  to  him.  The  Secretary  may  also,  upon 
such  hearing  and  notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  revise 
or  amend  any  such  allotment  upon  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  allot¬ 
ment  was  made. 

(b)  An  appeal  may  be  taken,  in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided 
from  any  decision  making  such  allotments,  or  revisions  thereof,  to 
the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
in  any  of  the  following  cases : 

(1)  By  any  applicant  for  an  allotment  whose  application  shall  have 
been  denied. 

(2)  By  any  person  aggrieved  by  reason  of  any  decision  of  the 
Secretary  granting  or  revising  any  allotment  made  to  him. 

(c)  Such  appeal  shall  be  taken  by  filing  with  said  court,  within 
twenty  days  after  the  decision  complained  of  is  effective,  notice  in 
writing  of  said  appeal  and  a  statement  of  the  reasons  therefor,  together 
with  proof  of  service  of  a  true  copy  of  said  notice  and  statement  upon 
the  Secretary.  Unless  a  later  date  is  specified  by  the  Secretary  as  part  j 
of  his  decision,  the  decision  complained  of  shall  be  considered  to  be  I 
effective  as  of  the  date  on  which  public  announcement  of  the  decision  " 
is  made  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in  the  city  of  Washington.  The 
Secretary  shall  thereupon,  and  in  any  event  not  later  than  ten  days 
from  the  date  of  such  service  upon  him,  mail  or  otherwise  deliver  a  copy  , 
of  said  notice  of  appeal  to  each  person  shown  by  the  records  of  the 
Secretary  to  be  interested  in  such  appeal  and  to  have  a  right  to  intervene 
therein  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  and  shall  at  all  times 
thereafter  permit  any  such  person  to  inspect  and  make  copies  of 
appellants’  reasons  for  said  appeal  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  in  the 
city  of  Washington.  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said 
appeal  the  Secretary  shall  file  with  the  court  the  originals  or  certified 
copies  of  all  papers  and  evidence  presented  to  him  upon  the  hearing 
involved,  a  like  copy  of  his  decision  thereon,  a  full  statement  in  writing  I 
of  the  facts  and  grounds  for  his  decisions  as  found  and  given  by  him 
and  a  list  of  all  interested  persons  to  whom  he  has  mailed  or  otherwise 
delivered  a  copy  of  said  notice  of  appeal. 

(d)  Within  thirty  days  after  the  filing  of  said  appeal  any  interested 
person  may  intervene  and  participate  in  the  proceedings  had  upon  said 
appeal  by  filing  with  the  court  a  notice  of  intention  to  intervene  and  a  i 
verified  statement  showing  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  such  party 
together  with  proof  of  service  of  true  copies  of  said  notice  and 
statement,  both  upon  the  appellant  and  upon  the  Secretary.  Any 
person  who  would  be  aggrieved  or  whose  interests  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  reversal  or  modification  of  the  decision  of  the  Secretary 
complained  of  shall  be  considered  an  interested  party. 

(e)  At  the  earliest  convenient  time  the  court  shall  hear  and  deter¬ 
mine  the  appeal  upon  the  record  before  it,  and  shall  have  power, 
upon  such  record,  to  enter  a  judgment  affirming  or  reversing  the 
decision,  and  if  it  enters  an  order  reversing  the  decision  of  the 
Secretary  it  shall  remand  the  case  to  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  the 
judgment  of  the  court:  Provided ,  however ,  That  the  review  by  the 
court  shall  be  limited  to  questions  of  law  and  that  findings  of  fact  by 
the  Secretary,  if  supported  by  substantial  evidence,  shall  be  conclu¬ 
sive  unless  it  shall  clearly  appear  that  the  findings  of  the  Secretary  are 
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arbitrary  or  capricious.  The  court’s  judgment  shall  be  final,  subject, 
however,  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  upon 
writ  of  certiorari  on  petition  therefor,  under  section  240  of  the 
Judicial  Code,  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  28,  sec.  347),  by  appellant, 
by  the  Secretary,  or  by  any  interested  party  intervening  in  the  appeal. 

(f)  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  enter  judgment  for  costs  in 
favor  of  or  against  an  appellant,  and  other  interested  parties  inter¬ 
vening  in  said  appeal,  but  not  against  the  Secretary,  depending  upon 
the  nature  of  the  issues  involved  in  such  appeal  and  the  outcome 
thereof.  « 

Sec.  206.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  207  and  408  relating 
to  the  suspension  of  quotas,  sugar  quotas  shall  be  established  pursuant 
to  this  Act  for  the  calendar  year  1948  within  ten  days  after  effective 
date  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and 
sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar 
year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(b)  Not  more  tnan  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thousand  and 
thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  for 
any  calendar  year  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(c)  None  of  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands  for  any  calendar  year 
may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(d)  Not  more  than  fifty-six  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  of  the 
quota  for  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  for  any  calendar  year  may 
be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  as  specified  in  section  211  of 
the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946. 

(e)  Not  more  than  three  hundred  and  seventy-five  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Cuba  for  any  calendar  year  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar. 

(f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the  quotas  estab¬ 
lished  under  section  203  for  marketing  for  local  consumption  in 
Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico. 

(g)  The  direct-consumption  portions  of  the  quotas  established 
pursuant  to  this  section,  and  the  enforcement  provisions  of  title  II 
applicable  thereto,  shall  continue  in  effect  and  shall  not  be  subject  to 
suspension  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  408  of  this  Act  unless 
the  President  acting  thereunder  specifically  finds  and  proclaims  that 
a  national  economic  or  other  emergency  exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  which  requires  the  suspension  of  direct-consumption 
portions  of  the  quotas. 

Sec.  208.  Quotas  for  liquid  sugar  for  foreign  countries  for  each 
calendar  year  are  hereby  established  as  follows : 

In  terms  of  wine  gallons  of 

Country  72%  total  sugar  content 

Cuba _  7, 970,  558 

Dominican  Republic - a -  830,  894 

Other  foreign  countries _  0 

Sec.  209.  All  persons  are  hereby  prohibited — 

(a)  From  bringing  or  importing  into  the  continental  United  States 
from  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or 
foreign  countries,  (1)  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  after  the  applicable 
quota,  or  the  proration  of  any  such  quota,  has  been  filled,  or  (2)  any 
direct-consumption  sugar  after  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  any 
such  quota  has  been  filled; 
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(b)  From  shipping,  transporting,  or  marketing  in  interstate  com¬ 
merce,  or  in  competition  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  shipped,  trans¬ 
ported,  or  marketed  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  any  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  either 
the  domestic-beet-sugar  area  or  the  mainland  cane-sugar  area  after  the 
quota  for  such  area  has  been  filled ; 

(c)  From  marketing  in  either  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  or  Puerto 
Rico,  for  consumption  therein,  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  after  the  quota 
therefor  has  been  filled ; 

(d)  From  exceeding  allotments  of  any  quota,  direct-consumption 
portion  of  any  quota,  or  proration  of  any  quota,  made  to  them  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  determinations  provided  for  in  sections  201  and 
203,  and  all  quotas,  prorations,  and  allotments,  except  quotas  established 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  208,  shall  be  made  or  established 
in  terms  of  raw  value. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  liquid  sugar,  except  that  imported  1 
from  foreign  countries,  shall  be  included  with  sugar  in  making  the 
determinations  provided  for  in  sections  201  and  203  and  in  the  establish-  I 
ment  or  revision  of  quotas,  prorations,  and  allotments. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  raw-value  equivalent  of  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
in  any  form,  including  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  manufactured  products, 
exported  from  the  continental  United  States  under  the  provisions  of 
section  313  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  be  credited  against  any 
charges  which  shall  have  been  made  in  respect  to  the  applicable  quota 
or  proration  for  the  country  of  origin.  The  country  of  origin  of 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  in  respect  to  which  any  credit  shall  be  established 
shall  be  that  country  in  respect  to  importation  from  which  draw-back 
of  the  exported  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  has  been  claimed.  Sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  entered  into  the  continental  United  States  under  an 
applicable  bond  established  pursuant  to  orders  or  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary,  for  the  express  purpose  of  subsequently  exporting 
the  equivalent  quantity  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  as  such,  or  in  manufac¬ 
tured  articles,  shall  not  be  charged  against  the  applicable  quota  or 
proration  for  the  country  of  origin. 

(b)  Exportation  within  the  meaning  of  sections  309  and  313  of  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  shall  be  considered  to  be  exportation  within  the 
meaning  of  this  section. 

(c)  The  quota  established  for  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area 
may  be  filled  only  with  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  produced  from  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  grown  in  such  area :  Provided ,  however ,  That  any 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  admitted  free  of  duty  from  the  Virgin  Islands 
under  the  Act  of  Congress,  approved  March  3,  1917  (39  Stat.  1133), 
may  be  admitted  within  the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Sec.  212.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  apply  to  (1)  the 
first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported  from 
any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Phil¬ 
ippines,  in  any  calendar  year;  (2)  the  first  ten  short  tons,  raw  value, 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foi’eign  country,  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  any  calendar  year 
for  religious,  sacramental,  educational,  or  experimental  purposes;  (3) 
liquid  sugar  imported  from  any  foreign  country,  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  individual  sealed  containers 


of  such  capacity  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  not  in  excess  of  one 
and  one-tenth  gallons  each ;  or  (4)  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  imported, 
brought  into,  or  produced  or  manufactured  in  the  United  States  for 
the  distillation  of  alcohol,  or  for  livestock  feed,  or  for  the  pi'oduction 
of  livestock  feed. 

TITLE  III — CONDITIONAL-PAYMENT  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  payments  on  the 
following  conditions  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commer¬ 
cially  recoverable  from  the  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm 
for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar : 

(a)  That  no  child  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  shall  have  been 
employed  or  permitted  to  work  on  the  farm,  whether  for  gain  to  such  , 
child  or  any  other  person,  in  the  production,  cultivation,  or  harvesting 
of  a  crop  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  with  respect  to  which  application 
for  payment  is  made,  except  a  member  of  the  immediate  family  of  a 

ii  person  who  was  the  legal  owner  of  not  less  than  40  per  centum  of  the 
crop  at  the  time  such  work  was  performed ;  and  that  no  child  between 
the  ages  of  fourteen  and  sixteen  years  shall  have  been  employed  or 
permitted  to  do  such  work,  whether  for  gain  to  such  child  or  any  other 
person,  for  a  longer  period  than  eight  hours  in  any  one  day,  except  a 
member  of  the  immediate  family  of  a  person  who  was  the  legal  owner 
of  not  less  than  40  per  centum  of  the  crop  at  the  time  such  work  was 
performed.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  payments,  notwith¬ 
standing  a  failure  to  comply  with  the  conditions  provided  in  this  sub¬ 
section,  but  the  payments  made  with  respect  to  any  crop  shall  be  subject 
to  a  deduction  of  $10  for  each  child  for  each  day,  or  a  portion  of  a  day, 
during  which  such  child  was  employed  or  permitted  to  work  contrary 
to  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

(b)  That  there  shall  not  have  been  marketed  (or  processed)  an 
amount  (in  terms  of  planted  acreage,  weight,  or  recoverable  sugar 
content)  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for 
the  production  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  to  be  marketed  in,  or  so  as  to 
compete  with  or  otherwise  directly  affect  interstate  or  foreign  com¬ 
merce,  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302,  of  the  total 

I  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to  be  processed  to  enable 
the  area  in  which  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  are  produced  to  meet 
J  the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory)  as  estimated 
by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which  the 
larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  such  crop  normally  would 
be  marketed. 

(c)  (1)  That  all  persons  emploj^ed  on  the  farm  in  the  production, 
cultivation,  or  harvesting  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  with  respect  to 
which  an  application  for  payment  is  made  shall  have  been  paid  in 
full  for  all  such  work,  and  shall  have  been  paid  wages  therefor  at  rates 
not  less  than  those  that  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable  after  investigation  and  due  notice  and  opportunity 
for  public  hearing;  and  in  making  such  determinations  the  Secretary 
shall  take  into  consideration  the  standards  therefor  formerly  estab¬ 
lished  by  him  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended, 
and  the  differences  in  conditions  among  various  producing  areas: 


|Pcb.  Law  388.] 


10 


Provided,  however,  That  a  payment  which  would  be  payable  except 
for  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  subparagraph  may  be  made,  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine,  in  such  manner  that  the  laborer  will  receive 
an  amount,  insofar  as  such  payment  will  suffice,  equal  to  the  amount 
of  the  accrued  unpaid  wages  for  such  work,  and  that  the  producer  will 
receive  the  remainder,  if  any,  of  such  payment. 

(2)  That  the  producer  on  the  farm  who  is  also,  directly  or  indirectly 
a  processor  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  as  may  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  shall  have  paid,  or  contracted  to  pay  under  either  purchase 
or  toll  agreements,  for  any  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  by  other 
producers  and  processed  by  him  at  rates  not  less  than  those  that  may 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  after  investi¬ 
gation  and  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  public  hearing. 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  with  respect  to 
which  payment  may  be  made  shall  be  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  commercially  recoverable,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  from 
the  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  marketed  (or 
processed  by  the  producer)  not  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share 
for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of  the  quantity  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  required 
to  be  processed  to  enable  the  producing  area  in  which  the  crop  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  is  grown  to  meet  the  quota  (and  provide  a  normal 
carry-over  inventory)  estimated  by  the  Secretary  for  such  area  for  the 
calendar  year  during  which  the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  from  such  crop  normally  would  be  marketed. 

(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with  respect  to  a 
farm,  the  Secretary  may  take  into  consideration  the  past  production 
on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  marketed  (or  processed)  for 
the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  and  the  ability  to  produce  such 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  and  the  Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable, 
protect  the  interests  of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the 
interests  of  producers  who  are  cash  tenants,  share  tenants,  adherent 
planters,  or  share  croppers. 

(c)  Payments  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
commercially  recoverable  from  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  grown  on  a 
farm  commencing  with  the  crop  year  1948. 

Sec.  303.  In  addition  to  the  amount  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  with 
respect  to  which  payments  are  authorized  tinder  subsection  (a)  of 
section  302,  the  Secretary  is  also  authorized  to  make  payments,  on  the 
conditions  provided  in  section  301,  with  respect  to  bona  fide  abandon¬ 
ment  of  planted  acreage  and  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested  acreage, 
resulting  from  drought,  flood,  storm,  freeze,  disease,  or  insects,  which 
cause  such  damage  to  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  crop  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  in  the  same  factory  district  (as  established  by  the 
Secretary),  county,  parish,  municipality,  or  local  producing  area,  as 
determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary, 
on  the  following  quantities  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar :  (1)  With  respect 
to  such  bona  fide  abandonment  of  each  planted  acre  of  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane,  one-third  of  the  normal  yield  of  commercially  recoverable 
sugar  or  liquid  sugar  per  acre  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary;  and  (2)  with  respect  to  such  crop  deficiencies  of  harvested 
acreage  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane,  the  excess  of  80  per  centum  of  the 
normal  yield  of  commercially  recoverable  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  for 
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such  acreage  for  the  farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  over  the 
actual  yield. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  The  amount  of  the  base  rate  of  payment  shall  be  80 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  raw  value. 

(b)  All  payments  shall  be  calculated  with  respect  to  a  farm  which, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  shall  be  a  farming  unit  as  determined  in 
accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary,  and  in  making 
such  determinations,  the  Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the 
use  of  common  work  stock,  equipment,  labor,  management,  and  other 
pertinent  factors. 

(c)  The  total  payment  with  respect  to  a  farm  shall  be  the  product 
of  the  base  rate  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  multiplied 
by  the  amount  of  sugar  and  liquid  sugar,  raw  value,  with  respect  to 
which  payment  is  to  be  made,  except  that  reduction  shall  be  made 
from  such  total  payment  in  accordance  with  the  following  scale  of 
reductions : 


That  portion  of  the  quantity 
of  sugar  and  liquid  sugar 
which  is  included  within 
the  following  intervals  of 
short  tons,  raw  value 

350  to  700 - 

700  to  1,000 _ 

1,000  to  1,500 _ 

1,500  to  3,000 _ 

3,000  to  6,000 - 

6,000  to  12,000 _ 

12,000  to  30,000 _ 

More  than  30,000 _ 


Reduction  in  the  base 
rate  of  payment  per 
hundredweight  of  such 
portion 

_ $0.05 

_  .  10 

_  .  20 

_  .  25 

_  .  275 

_  .  30 

_  .  325 

_  .  50 


(d)  Application  for  payment  shall  be  made  by,  and  payments  shall 
be  made  to,  the  producer  or,  in  the  event  of  his  death,  disappearance, 
or  incompetency,  his  legal  representative,  or  heirs :  Provided ,  however , 
That  all  producers  on  the  farm  shall  signify  in  the  application  for 
payment  the  percentage  of  the  total  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm 
to  be  made  to  each  producer:  And  provided  further ,  That  payments 
may  be  made,  (1)  in  the  event  of  the  death,  disappearance,  or  incom¬ 
petency  of  a  producer,  to  such  beneficiary  as  the  producer  may  desig¬ 
nate  in  the  application  for  payment;  (2)  to  one  producer  of  a  group 
of  two  or  more  producers,  provided  all  producers  on  the  farm  desig¬ 
nate  such  producer  in  the  application  for  payment  as  sole  recipient 
for  their  benefit  of  the  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm ;  or  (3)  to  a 
person  who  is  not  a  producer,  provided  such  person  controls  the  land 
included  within  the  farm  with  respect  to  which  the  application  for 
payment  is  made  and  is  designated  by  the  sole  producer  (or  all 
producers)  on  the  farm,  as  sole  recipient  for  his  or  their  benefit,  of 
the  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm. 

Sec.  305.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  titles  II  and  III  of  this 
Act,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  utilize  local  committees  of  sugar 
beet  or  sugarcane  producers,  State  and  county  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  committees,  or  the  Agricultural  Extension  Service  and  other 
agencies,  and  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  that  all  or  a  part  of  the 
expenses  of  such  committees  may  be  deducted  from  the  payments 
herein  authorized. 
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Sec.  306.  The  facts  constituting  the  basis  for  any  payment,  or  the 
amount  thereof  authorized  to  be  made  under  this  title,  officially  deter¬ 
mined  in  conformity  with  rules  or  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  shall  be  reviewable  only  by  the  Secretary,  and  his  determinations 
with  respect  thereto  shall  be  final  and  conclusive. 

Sec.  307.  This  title  shall  apply  to  the  continental  United  States,  the 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  may  make  such 
expenditures  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  including  personal  services  and  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  elsewhere. 

Sec.  402.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each 
fiscal  year  for  the  purposes  and  administration  of  this  Act  the  funds  i 
necessary  to  make  the  payments  provided  for  in  title  III  of  this  Act 
and  such  other  amounts  as  the  Congress  determines  to  be  necessary 
for  such  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  the  other  provisions  of  the  Act. 

(b)  All  funds  available  for  carrying  out  this  Act  shall  be  available 
for  allotment  to  the  bureaus  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  for  transfer  to  such  other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government 
as  the  Secretary  may  request  to  cooperate  or  assist  in  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  this  Act. 

(c)  The  funds  made  available  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  as 
amended,  during  the  fiscal  year  1948  are  also  hereby  made  available  I 
to  the  Secretary  for  purposes  of  administration  of  the  provisions  of  this  ji 
Act  during  the  fiscal  year  1948. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such  orders  or 
regulations,  which  shall  have  the  force  and  effect  of  law,  as  may  be  i 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  powers  vested  in  him  by  this  Act.  Any 
person  knowingly  violating  any  order  or  regulation  of  the  Secretary  'j 
issued  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall,  upon  conviction,  be  punished  by  a 
fine  of  not  more  than  $100  for  each  such  violation. 

(b)  Each  determination  issued  by  the  Secretary  in  connection  with  I 
quotas  and  deficits  under  title  II  or  payments  under  title  III  of  this  ji 
Act  shall  be  promptly  published  in  the  Federal  Register  and  shall  be  i 
accompanied  by  a  statement  of  the  bases  and  considerations  upon  M 
which  such  determination  was  made. 

Sec.  404.  The  several  district  courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby  j t 
vested  with  jurisdiction  specifically  to  enforce,  and  to  prevent  and  1. 
restrain  any  person  from  violating,  the  provisions  of  this  Act  or  of 
any  order  or  regulation  made  or  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act.  If  and  t 
when  the  Secretary  shall  so  request,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  r 
district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their  respective  districts,  to  < 
institute  proceedings  to  enforce  the  remedies  and  to  collect  the  penalties 
and  forfeitures  provided  for  in  this  Act.  The  remedies  provided  for 
in  this  Act  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  exclusive  of,  any  of  the 
remedies  or  penalties  existing  at  law  or  in  equity. 

Sec.  405.  Any  person  who  knowingly  violates,  or  attempts  to  violate, 
or  who  knowingly  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of,  any  of  the 
provisions  of  section  209,  or  any  person  who  brings  or  imports  into 
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1  the  continental  United  States  direct-consumption  sugar  after  the 
;  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been  tilled,  shall  forfeit  to  the 
United  States  the  sum  equal  to  three  times  the  market  value,  at  the 
i'  time  of  the  commission  of  any  such  act,  (a)  of  that  quantity  of  sugar 
or  liquid  sugar  by  which  any  quota,  proration,  or  allotment  is  exceeded, 
or  (b)  of  that  quantity  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental 
United  States  after  the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been 
filled,  which  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  All  persons  engaged  in  the  manufacturing,  marketing,  or 
transportation  or  industrial  use  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  and  having 
information  which  the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  enable  him  to 
administer  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  shall,  upon  the  request  of  the 
Secretary,  furnish  him  with  such  information.  Any  person  willfully 
failing  or  refusing  to  furnish  such  information  or  furnishing  willfully 
any  false  information,  shall  upon  conviction  be  subject  to  a  penalty 
of  not  more  than  $1,000  for  each  such  violation. 

Sec.  407.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in  any  official  capacity  in  the 
j  administration  of  this  Act,  invest  or  speculate  in  sugar  or  liquid  sugar, 
contracts  relating  thereto,  or  the  stock  or  membership  interests  of  any 
association  or  corporation  engaged  in  the  production  or  manufacturing 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar.  Any  person  violating  this  section  shall  upon 
conviction  thereof  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  not 
more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

Sec.  408.  Whenever  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  the  Presi¬ 
dent  finds  and  proclaims  that  a  national  economic  or  other  emergency 
exists  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  he  shall  by  proclamation 
suspend  the  operation,  except  as  provided  in  section  207  of  this  Act, 
of  all  the  provisions  of  title  II  above,  and,  thereafter,  the  operation  of 
such  title  shall  continue  in  suspense  until  the  President  finds  and 
proclaims  that  the  facts  which  occasioned  such  suspension  no  longer 
exist.  The  Secretary  shall  make  such  investigations  and  reports 
thereon  to  the  President  as  may  be  necessary  to  aid  him  in  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  409.  Whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  action  is 
necessaiy  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  he  is  authorized,  if 
first  requested  by  persons  constituting  or  representing  a  substantial 
proportion  of  the  persons  affected  in  any  one  of  the  five  domestic 
sugar-producing  areas,  to  make  for  such  area  surveys  and  investi¬ 
gations  to  the  extent  he  deems  necessary,  including  the  holding  of 
public  hearings,  and  to  make  recommendations  with  respect  to  (a) 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  between  the  producers  and 
processors  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area  and  (b)  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  contracts  between  laborers  and  producers  of  sugar 
beets  and  sugarcane  in  such  area.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  information  shall  not  be  made  public  with  respect  to  the 
individual  operations  of  any  processor,  producer,  or  laborer. 

Sec.  410.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  conduct  surveys,  investi¬ 
gations,  and  research  relating  to  the  conditions  and  factors  affecting 
the  methods  of  accomplishing  most  effectively  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
and  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture  generally  in  any  area.  Notwith¬ 
standing  any  provision  of  existing  law,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
make  public  such  information  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  Act. 
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Sec.  411.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under  this  Act  shall 
terminate  on  December  31,  1952,  except  that  the  Secretary  shall  have 
power  to  make  payments  under  title  III  under  programs  applicable  to 
the  crop  year  1952  and  previous  crop  years. 

Sec.  412.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  where  an  earlier  effective 
date  is  provided  for  herein,  shall  become  effective  January  1,  1948. 
As  provided  in  section  513  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested 
in  the  Secretary  under  that  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31, 1947, 
except  that  the  Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under 
title  III  of  that  Act  under  programs  thereunder  applicable  to  the  crop 
year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 

TITLE  V— AMENDMENTS  TO  TIIE  INTERNAL 
REVENUE  CODE 

Sec.  501.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3507  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  (relating  to  the  definition  of  “manufactured  sugar”)  is  amended 
by  inserting  in  the  parenthesis  after  the  word  “added”  therein  the 
following :  “or  developed  in  the  product”. 

(b)  Section  3508  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  (relating  to  termi¬ 
nation  of  taxes)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“SEC.  3508.  TERMINATION  OF  TAXES. 

“No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  on  the  manufacture, 
use,  or  importation  of  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of 
sugar  after  June  30,  1953.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
3490  or  3500,  no  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  chapter  with  respect 
to  unsold  sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  on  June  30,  1953,  or  with 
respect  to  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  held  in 
customs  custody  or  control  on  such  date.  v 

With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of 
sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed  under  section  3500  has  been  paid  and 
which,  on  June  30,  1953,  are  held  by  the  importer  and  intended  for 
sale  or  other  disposition,  there  shall  be  refunded  (without  interest) 
to  such  importer,  subject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  Commissioner  of  Customs  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar  or  articles 
composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar.” 

(c)  The  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  provided  for  in 
this  section  shall  become  effective  upon  the  first  day  of  the  second 
month  following  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Approved  August  8,  1947. 
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